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ABSTRACT 
This report is published as a product of the Civilian Radioactive 
Waste Management (CRWM) Program. The objective of this program is to 
develop terminal waste storage facilities in deep, stable geologic 
formations for high-level nuclear wastes, including spent fuel elements 
from commercial power reactors and transuranic nuclear waste for which 
the federal government is responsible. 
The Socioeconomic Analysis Report for the Paradox Basin in Utah is 
part of the CRWM Program described above. This report p~esents baseline 
data on the demography, economics, community facilities, government and 
fiscal structure, and social structure characteristics in San Juan and 
Grand Counties, the socioeconomic study area. The technical criteria 
upon which a repository site(s) will be selected, evaluated, and 
licensed for high-level waste disposal will be partially based on the 
data in this report. 
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FOREWORD 
The National Waste Terminal Storage (NWTS) Program was established 
in 1976 by the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) predecessor agency, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA), to develop the 
technology and provide the facilities for the safe, environmentally 
acceptable, permanent disposal of high-level nuclear waste (HLW). NWTS 
has since been renamed the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (CRWM) 
Program. 
DOE's responsibility for the long-term management of highly radio-
active nuclear wastes is defined by federal laws, which specify that DOE 
must provide facilities for the successful isolation of HLW from the 
environment in federally licensed and federally owned repositories for 
as long as the wastes represent a significant hazard. 
Highly radioactive nuclear wastes include wastes from both 
commercial and defense sources, such as spent (used) fuel from nuclear 
power reactors, accumulations of wastes remaining from production of 
nuclear weapons, and solidified wastes from fuel reprocessing. 
To meet its major objective of isolating HLW, DOE is conducting a 
technical program that will meet applicable regulatory requirements 
established by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and all 
radiological protection criteria of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). The DOE's program emphasizes disposal in mined 
repositories deep underground in stable geologic formations. Several 
types of rock are being studied in several states. Rock types include 
bedded salt deposits, salt domes, basalt (solidified lava), tuff 
(compacted volcanic ash), and "crystalline" rocks.* 
*"Crysta11ine" rock is a general term for igneous and metamorphic rocks, 
as opposed to sedimentary rocks. Granite is one type of crystalline 
rock. 
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Six steps lead to the permanent disposal of HLW: 
1. Studying, characterizing, and recommending potential sites for 
repositories 
2. Providing waste packaging facilities 
3. Developing transportation requirements 
4. Developing the technology to support these steps 
5. Designing, obtaining licensing for, and operating repositories 
for commercial waste 
6. Studying alternative disposal methods as long-range options to 
the geologic disposal program. 
Five separate but coordinated projects are involved in the CRWM 
Program: the Salt Repository Project (SRP) in Columbus, Ohio; the 
Basalt Waste Isolation Project (BWIP) at DOE's Hanford Reservation in 
Washington state; the Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigations 
(NNWSI) at the federal Nevada Test Site; the Subseabed Disposal Project; 
and the Crystalline Repository Project (CRP). SRP, BWIP, NNWSI, and CRP 
focus on different rock types and conduct studies in site evaluation, 
technology development, facility design, and field testing. They share 
data and information of general benefit. SRP and CRP coordinate site 
exploration studies on nonfederal land. The Subseabed Disposal Project 
is assessing the technical, environmental, engineering, and institu-
tional feasibility of disposing of processed highly radioactive nuclear 
waste and/or repackaged spent fuel in geologic formations beneath the 
sediments of the oceans. 
Nine sites in six states, including Utah' have been identified by 
the DOE as being potentially suitable for further study and 
consideration for the first repository. The DOE plans to nominate at 
least five of the nine sites for site characterization, following 
issuance of the siting guidelines required by the "Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1982". The siting guidelines were finalized through consultation 
with governors of affected states and were concurred with by the NRC in 
vii 
June 1984. After site characterization studies, the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act requires the President to recommend to Congress one site for 
the first repository. The first repository is scheduled to be in 
operation in 1998. The basis for the nomination of each site is to be 
presented in an environmental assessment in which conformity with the 
final guidelines is analyzed. 
The DOE is required by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act to recommend 
three of the nominated sites to the President for site characterization 
in early 1985. "Site characterization" means the program of exploration 
to establish the geologic conditions at a potential site and determine 
suitability for a repository. The studies include borings, surface 
exploration, exploratory shafts, limited excavations at the base of the 
shaft, at-depth testing, and environmental, socioeconomic, and other 
studies. 
A separate process of nominations and recommendations will be 
conducted for the second repository site, which is to be identified by 
1990. The DOE is required to apply to the NRC for licenses to construct 
the repositories. 
A federal statute and several documents and statements provide 
policy and technical guidance in the evolvement and planning of the CRWM 
Program: 
1. "Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982", 42 USC 10101-10226. 
2. Reagan, R., President, U.S., 1981. President's Nuclear Policy 
Statement, Washington, DC. October 8. 
3. U.S. Department of Energy, 1981. "Program of Research and 
Development for Management . and Disposal of Commercially 
Generated Wastes; Record of Decision (to adopt a strategy to 
develop mined geologic .repositories ••• )", Federal Register, 
Vol. 46, No. 93, May. 
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4. u.s. Department of Energy, 1980. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement: Management of Commercially Generated Radioactive 
Waste, DOE/EIS-0046F, Washington, DC, October. 
5. u.s. Department of Energy, 1980. Statement of Position of the 
United States Department of Energy, in the Matter of Proposed 
Rulemaking on Storage and Disposal of Nuclear Waste (Waste 
Confidence Rulemaking), PR-50, 51 (44 FR 61372), DOE/NE-0007, 
Washington, DC, April. 
6. U.s. Departme~t of Energy, 1980. Cross-Statement of the 
United States .Department of Energy in the Matter of Proposed 
Rulemaking on the Storage and Disposal of Nuclear Waste (Waste 
Confidence Rulemaking), PR-50, 51 (44 FR 61372), DOE/NE-0007, 
Supp. 1, Washington, DC. 
7. Interagency Review Group on Nuclear Waste Management, 1979. 
Report to the President, TID-29442, Washington, DC, March. 
8. Office of Nuclear Waste Management and U.s. Geological Survey, 
1980. Earth Science Technical Plan for Disposal of 
Radioactive Waste in a Mined Repository, DOE/TIC-ll033 
(draft), prepared for U.S. Department of Energy and U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Washington, DC. 
9. U.S. Department of Energy, 1981. NWTS Program Criteria for 
Mined Geologic Disposal of Nuclear Waste: Site Performance 
Criteria, DOE/NWTS-33(2), Office of NWTS Integration, Battelle 
Memorial Institute, Columbus, OH. 
10. U.s. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1981. "Technical Criteria 
for Regulating Geologic Disposal of High-Level Radioactive 
Waste (10 CFR 60)", Federal Register, Washington, DC, July 8. 
ix 
11. u.s. Department of Energy, 1982. National Plan for Siting 
High-Level Radioactive Waste Repositories and Environmental 
Assessment, DOE/NWTS-4 and DOE/EA-15l, Office of NWTS 
Integration, Battelle Memorial Institute, Columbus, OH, Public 
Draft. 
12. U.S. Department of Energy, 1984. General Guidelines for 
Recommendation of Sites for Nuclear Waste Repositories, with 
concurrents by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission on June 
22, 1984, to be codified as 10 CFR Part -960. 
Throughout the repository siting and construction process, oppor-
tunities are provided for public and peer review and comment. The DOE 
maintains an open information program for nuclear waste management 
activities and is committed to a policy of consultation with state and 
local officials. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act specifies interactions 
that must occur between the DOE and affected states and Indian tribes 
and provides for public participa~ion. Information is provided to both 
technical and nontechnical groups and to governmental officials through 
review of major reports, briefings, conferences, public meetings, and 
printed material. Additional opportunities for public input will occur 
at the public hearings and reviews that are part of the licensing 
process. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
The Socioeconomic Data Base Report for the Paradox Basin in Utah is 
part of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program activities 
described in the Foreword. This report forms part of the technical 
bases upon which a repository site(s) will be selected, evaluated, and 
licensed for high-level waste disposal. 
In the Paradox Basin, the candidate sites are located in 
northwestern San Juan County in southeastern Utah. The study area 
selected encompasses San Juan County and adjacent Grand County to the 
north. These counties are those likely to be most affected by 
repository development. Potential socioeconomic impacts in this rural 
area relate to increases in population resulting from in-migrating 
workers and their families, and the accompanying demands for increases 
in services and facilities. 
This report presents data on baseline socioeconomic conditions 
within Grand and San Juan Counties in Utah. Socioeconomic information 
is discussed for the following factors: 
• Demography 
• Economy 
• Community Facilities 
• Government and Fiscal Structure 
• Social Structure. 
Within the study area counties, other baseline characteristics 
described focus on three communities: Moab in Grand County and 
Monticello and Blanding in San Juan County. These communities are the 
major population centers located nearest the study sites, within a 
40-mile commuting distance. Other, smaller communities are located in 
these counties; data for these areas are presented as available and 
applicable. In San Juan County, other communities include La Sal in the 
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northeast portion of the county, and Bluff, Montezuma Creek, and Mexican 
Hat located in southeastern San Juan County on the northern edge of the 
Navajo Indian Reservation. In Grand County, Spanish Valley is a 
populated, unincorporated area south of Moab. A portion of Green River 
is located in Grand County on the border with Emery County. Figure 1-1 
shows the location of the study area in relation to the state and 
region. 
Data on baseline characteristics were obtained primarily from 
available published federal and state data. Additional information was 
obtained from contacts with Utah state and local officials. 
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2 DEMOGRAPHY 
Population distribution is a significant factor in assessing 
potential impacts a repository may have on people and their activities. 
Population size can indicate the level and variety of service available 
in an area; and population densities form part of the basis for assess-
ing the relative potential impact of radiation on humans from the trans-
portation and storage of nuclear wastes. Information on population 
characteristics (e.g., age, sex, race) and migration rates are important 
to determine the typ~ and extent of impacts in-migrating workers and 
families may have on an area and its capability of meeting project-
induced demands for services and facilities. 
2.1 POPULATION TRENDS 
Both Grand and San Juan Counties are rural areas with small towns 
distributed along the highways (see Figure 2-1). The 1960, 1970, and 
1980 populations of the study area counties and incorporated communities 
are shown in Table 2-1 and Figure 2-2. 
The population of Grand County increased about 5 percent between 
1960 and 1970 and by 23 percent between 1970 and 1980, but declined an 
estimated 3.5 percent from 1980 to 1983. In Grand County, the urban 
population increased about 2 percent between 1960 and 1970 and 11 per-
cent between 1970 and 1980. (Urban populations are defined as incorpor-
ated areas with populations of 2,500 ' or more [U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1982].) This growth in urban population reflects the growth of Moab, 
the only urban community in Grand County. The population of San Juan 
County increased about 6 percent between 1960 and 1970, and nearly 28 
percent between 1970 and 1980, and an estimated 5 percent from 1980 to 
1983. All of San Juan County was classified as rural in 1960 and 1970 
because there were no communities meeting the 2,500 urban population 
criterion. However, in 1980, urban population in San Juan County 
represented 25 percent of the total county population (3,100 persons). 
This urban population resulted from the growth in Blanding between 1970 
and 1980. 
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Table 2-1 
POPULATIONS OF STUDY AREA COUNTIES AND INCORPORATED COMMUNITIES 
1983 
1960 1970 % Change 1980 % Change Estimated % Change 
County/City Population Population From 1960 Population From 1970 Population From 1980 
Grand County 6,345 6,688 5 8,241 23 7,950 -3.5 
Moab 4.,683 4,793 2 5,333 11 
San Juan County 9,040 9,606 6 12,253 28 12,900 5 
Monticello 1,845 1,431 -22 1,929 35 
Blanding 1,805 2,250 25 3,118 39 
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of Population, Vol. 1, Part 46, · Washington, D.C. 
Utah State Population Estimates Committee, 1983. "1983 Population Estimates for Utah". Utah 
Economic and Business Review, Vol. 43, No. 12. 
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Within the two-county study area, Moab in Grand County and 
Monticello and Blanding in San Juan County are the major population 
centers. Moab has consistently remained the largest of the study area 
towns showing continued growth between 1960 and 1980. Blanding, 
however, has demonstrated the fastest rate of growth in the two decades; 
Monticello showed a decline in population between 1960 and 1970, then 
rapid growth between 1970 and 1980. The three communities had an 
average growth rate of 28 percent between 1970 and 1980, considerably 
above the U.S. average population increase of 11 percent, but below the 
Utah average growth of nearly 38 percent between 1970 and 1980. 
A number of other, smaller communities are located within the 
counties; however, 1980 census data are not available for these com-
munities because they are incorporated towns of less than 1,000 
population. The Southeast Utah Association of Governments has reported 
population increases in La Sal and Montezuma Creek and expected 
increases in Bluff (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1980). 
These statistics generally reflect national demographic trends of 
metropolitan population movement out of the northeast toward the west 
and south (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981). Growth in these counties 
may also be due to recent natural resource development; the expansion in 
tourism may have accounted for some of this growth as well (Southeastern 
Utah Association of Local Governments, 1980). 
2.2 TEMPORARY POPULATION 
2.2.1 Seasonal Population 
Temporary population within the study area is primarily comprised 
of visitors to nearby recreation areas during the spring and summer 
months. Major recreation areas in Grand and San Juan Counties are Dead 
Horse Point State Park, Newspaper Rock State Historical Monument, 
Needles Overlook, Arches National Park, and Canyonlands National Park. 
Between 1978 and 1983, Arches National Park received the most 
visitors followed by Dead Horse Point State Park. In 1983, about 
9 
288,000 persons visited Arches National Park and approximately 82,000 
visited Dead Horse Point State Park. Canyonlands National Park visits 
totaled 101,779 in 1983. These counts reflect total visitors to these 
recreational areas, including local visitors. See Table 4-17 and 
Section 4.8 for additional information on tourism. 
2.2.2 Development-Related Population (Other Area Projects) 
Few data are available on development-related population for other 
projects in the immediate study area vicinity. However, information on 
the Intermountain Power Project in Millard County, Utah (approximately 
150 miles northwest of the study area) provides some indication of 
population increases resulting from that project development. As of 
September 30, 1982, total workforce was 434 persons. Of these, 14 per-
cent were weekly commuters, 50 percent had relocated, 28 percent were 
local employees and 8 percent were daily commuters. Approximately 80 
percent of the workforce were from Utah. 
Of those who relocated to the area, 61 percent moved to the area 
with dependents. Workers with dependents commuted an average of 24 
miles one way, and workers without dependents commuted an average of 17 
miles one way each day. The average family size of those with 
dependents was 3.66 persons. The average age of dependent children of 
relocated workers was 7.5 years (Intermountain Power Project, 1982). 
2.3 POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
The Utah State Planning and Coordinator's Office has published 
baseline population projections to the year 2000 for study area counties 
and communities. Population projections were only available for 
counties and county Census Divisions (see Table 2-2) through the year 
2000. Study area city population projections assume that the population 
of Moab (including the Spanish Valley unincorporated area to the south), 
Monticello, and Blanding will represent the same proportion of Census 
Division populations as those that existed in 1980. Because County and 
10 
Census Division projections were not available beyond 2000, baseline 
growth in study area cities and counties was estimated, assuming the 
same annual growth as that of 1990 to 2000. Table 2-2 and Figure 2-3 
present estimated 1994 and 2006 baseline projections for study area 
cities and counties. 
Grand County's population is projected to increase only 0.3 percent 
from 1980 to 2006; this 26-year period is characterized by a 2.0 percent 
projected increase in population between 1980 and 1994 and a 1.7 percent 
projected decline between 1994 and 2006. In San Juan County, projec-
tions indicate a continual population increase between 1980 and 2006, 
totaling 37 percent (Table 2-2). 
Study area cities are expected to experience similar population 
fluctuations. The population in Moab (including Spanish Valley) is 
projected to increase 2 percent betwen 1980 and 1994, but decrease 
approximately 2 percent between 1994 and 2006. The population in 
Monticello is expected to decrease 3 percent, while the population in 
Blanding is projected to increase 7 percent between 1994 and 2006. 
2.4 TRENDS IN POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 
This section presents data on population characteristics of the two 
counties, including ethnic status, sex, and age of the population and 
births, deaths, and migration rates. 
2.4.1 Ethnic Status 
Tables 2-3 and 2-4 show the populations of Grand and San Juan 
Counties by race. In 1980, less than 4 percent of Gr.and County's 
population was nonwhite; those of Spanish origin or descent made up 
4.3 percent of the county population (those of Spanish origin may be of 
any race). Between 1970 and 1980, the percentage of nonwhites in the 
county increased by 2.6 percent. The greatest increase was in the 
American Indian/Alaskan native population. 
Location 
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Table 2-2 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
STUDY AREA COUNTIES AND INCOKPORATED COMMUNITIES 
1980 1994 
Actual Projection 
2006 
Projection 
Grand County B,241 8,406 ts,262 
Moab 7,173 7,332 7,202 
San Juan County 12,253 15,551 16,767 
Monticello 1,929 1,806 1,865 
Blanding 
Sources: 
3,118 4,418 4,725 
1980 data, except for Moab, are from u.s. Bureau of the Census, 1~82. 1980 
Census of Population, Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 1980 Moab data include 
the population of unincorporated Spanish Valley. 19~0 Moab City data are from 
u.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of Population, Vol 1, Part 46, 
Washington, D.C. 1980 Spanish Valley population is assumed to be the same as 
the 1978 Spanish Valley population (1,840 persons). 1978 Spanish Valley 
population data are from Nielson, Maxwell & Wangsgard (1979). 
County projections are from the Office of Planning and Budget, State of Utah 
(1982). Projections were only available to 2000. Baseline growth projections 
through 2006 assume the same annual growth as existed between 1990 and 2000. 
Current city projections were not "ailable and were based on Moab, Mbnticello, 
and Blanding County Census Division projections from the Office 6t Plannittg artd 
Budget, State of Utah (1982). City projections assume that the populations of 
Moab (including Spanish Valley), Monticello, and . Bla~ding will represent the 
same proportion of County Census Divi~ion population* .a.s existed in 1980 .• 
Because projections were not available beyond 2009, baseline growth projections 
in study area cities through 2006 assume the same annual growth as existed 
between 1990 and 2000. 
* County Census Divisions (CCDs) are geographic areas that 'have been d1!fined by the 
Census Bureau in cooperation with State and county officials tor the purpose of 
presenting statistical data. The CCDs are usually designed to represent community 
areas focused .on trading centers or land use areas,and have visible, permanent, 
and easily described boundaries. 
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Table 2-3 
SAN JUAN COUNTY POPULATION BY RACE 
1970 Population 1980 Population 
Ethnic Status Number Percent Number Percent 
White 4,826 50.2 6,425 52.4 
Black 16 0.2 11 0.1 
American Indian 4,740 49.3 5,600 45.7 
or Alaskan Native 
*Asian or Pacific NA NA 40 0.3 
Islander 
Other 24 0.3 177 1.4 
Spanish Origin 297 3.1 433 3.5 
*Reported in the "other" racial category in 1970 census. 
NA: Not Available 
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972. 1970 Census of the 
Population, Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
u.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of Population, 
Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
Ethnic Status 
White 
Black 
American Indian 
or Alaskan Native 
*Asian or Pacific 
Islander 
Other 
Spanish Origin 
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Table 2-4 
GRAND COUNTY POPULATION BY RACE 
1970 Population 1980 
Number Percent Number 
6,639 99.3 7,966 
3 0.0 2 
19 0.3 164 
NA NA 37 
27 0.4 72 
307 4.6 353 
*Reported in the "other" racial category in 1970 census. 
NA: Not Available 
Population 
Percent 
96.7 
0.0 
2.0 
0.4 
0.9 
4.3 
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972. 1970 Census of the 
Population, Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of Population, 
Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
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In San Juan County, nearly half the county population is nonwhite, 
with American Indian/Alaskan natives comprlslng nearly 46 percent of the 
county's population in 1980. This large Indian population can be 
attributed to the Navajo Indian reservation located in southern San Juan 
County. The Navajo reservation has 4,787 residents; 2,419 people, 
including the Ute Indians, live off the reservation in unincorporated 
areas of the county (San Juan Planning Council, undated). Additional 
data on the Indian populations in Grand and San Juan Counties are 
presented in Section 2.6. 
2.4.2 Age and Sex of Population 
Tables 2-5 and 2-6 show 1980 population by age and sex in Grand and 
San Juan Counties. In Grand County in 1980, nearly half (48 percent) 
the population was under 25 years of age; in San Juan County more than 
half (59 percent) of the population was under age 25. In San Juan 
County, persons 5 to 14 years of age made up the greatest percentage of 
the total population. In Grand County, age distribution was fairly even 
between those age 5 to 14 and age 15 to 24. In both counties, the 
percentage of women was slightly higher than men for those 55 and older, 
reflecting national trends of greater longevity of women. 
2.4.3 Births and Deaths 
Tables 2-7 and 2-8 present the number of births and deaths in Grand 
and San Juan Counties in 1960, 1970, and 1980, and for Moab, Monticello, 
and Blanding in 1970 and 1980. 
The number and rate of births decreased between 1960 and 1970 in 
both Grand and San Juan Counties. In Grand County in 1980, the number 
and rate of births increased from 1970 but did not reach 1960 levels. 
In San Juan County, the birth rate continued to decrease although the 
number of births was higher than in 1970. Birth rates in Moab and 
Monticello showed a decrease in 1980 from 1970 figures. In Moab, the 
16 
Table 2-5 
1980 POPULATION BY AGE AND SEX 
GRANt) COUNTY 
Number Percent 
Age Male Female Total Male Female Total 
Under 5 505 477 982 12.2 11.6 11.9 
5-14 718 760 1478 17.4 18.5 1H.O 
15-24 763 758 1521 18.5 18.4 18.5 
25-34 741 702 1443 17.9 17.1 17.5 
35-44 439 452 891 10.6 11.0 10.9 
45-54 427 391 818 10.3 9.5 9.9 
55-64 280 284 564 6.8 6.9 6.8 
65 and older 258 286 544 6.3 7.0 6.6 
Total 4131 4110 8241 100 100 100 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of the Population, 
Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
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Table 2-6 
1980 POPULATION BY AGE AND SEX 
SAN JUAN COUNTY 
Number Percent 
Age Male Female Total Male Female Total 
Under 5 947 917 1864 15.4 15.0 15.2 
5-14 1595 1456 3051 25'.9 23.9 24.9 
15-24 1166 1177 2343 19.0 19.3 19.1 
25-34 862 887 1749 14.0 14.5 14.3 
35-44 518 575 1093 8.4 9.4 8.9 
45-54 446 461 907 7.3 7.6 7.4 
55-64 306 313 619 5.0 5.1 5.1 
65 and older 307 320 627 5.0 5.2 5.1 
Total 6147 6106 12253 100 100 100 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of the Population, 
Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
Jurisdiction 
Grand County 
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Table 2-7 
BIRTHS IN STUDY AREA 
COUNTIES AND CITIES 
1960-1980 
1960 1970 
Number Rate* Number 
219 34.2 144 
Rate* 
21.5 
1980 
Number Kate* 
197 23.9 
San Juan County 392 43.6 303 31.5 352 28.7 
Moab ** ** 137 28.6 152 2&.5 
Monticello 
** ** 
63 44.0 63 32.7 
Blanding ** ** 73 32.4 103 45.8 
*The crude birth rate is calculated as the number of live births per 
1,000 population. 
**Data not available. 
Sources: 1960 and 19~0 births are from the Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research, 1982. Memorandum from J. Wood to 
N. A. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24. 
1970 births are from the Bureau o.f ~conomic and Business 
Research, 1973. Statistical Abstract of Utah, Center for 
Economic and Community Development, University of Utah, Salt 
Lake Ci ty, UT, February. 
Births for study area cities are from the Vtah Bureau of 
Health Statistics, 1982. Memorandum from J. Brockert to 
N. A. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24. 
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Table 2-8 
DEATHS IN STUDY AREA 
COUNTIES AND CITIES 
1960-1980 
1960 1970 1980 
Jurisdiction Number Rate* Number i{ate* Number Rate* 
Grand County 35 5.5 27 4.0 56 6.8 
San Juan County 57 6.3 47 4.9 57 4.7 
Moab ** ** 24 5.0 48 9.0 
Monticello ** ** 14 9.8 10 5.2 
Blanding ** ** 12 5.3 20 6.4 
*Rate 1S based on deaths per 1,000 population. 
**Not available. 
Sources: 1960 and 1980 deaths are from the Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research, 1982. Memorandum from J. Wood to 
N. A. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24. 
1970 deaths are from the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, 1973. Statistical Abstract of Utah, Center for 
Economic and Community Development, University of Utah, Salt 
Lake City, UT~ February. 
Deaths for study area cities are from the Utah 8ureau of 
Health Statistics, 1982. Memorandum from J. Brockert to 
N. A. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24. 
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births increased; 1n Monticello, the number of births was reported at 
the same level in both 1970 and 1980. Blanding showed the greatest 
increase in births between 1970 and 1980 (30) and the highest increase 
in birth r~te (13.4 percent). 
Deaths in study area counties decreased in 1970 from 1960 levels, 
then increased again in 1980. In study area cities, only Monticello 
showed a decrease in number of deaths and in the death rate in 1980. 
The number of deaths in 1980 were about double the 1970 number in both 
Moab and Blanding. 
2.4.4 Migration 
Migration rates indicate the movement of populations into and out 
of an area and are important to assess the potential change in migration 
as a result of project-related activities. 
Net migration rates represent the balance between numbers of people 
migrating into and out of a specified area. These rates are obtained by 
subtracting the number of births minus the number of deaths from the 
total change in population, from the beginning of the decade to the end. 
The difference is expressed as a percentage. 
Net migration rates for Grand and San Juan Counties are given in 
Table 2-9. Net migration in Grand and San Juan Counties show 
significant fluctuations between 1950 and 1975. Between 1950 and 1960, 
the two counties showed migration rates considerably above the Utah 
average. In Grand County, the migration rate was 108.9 percent compared 
to a Utah rate of 1.1 percent, showing a large increase in migration 
into the county. However, between 1960 and 1970 both counties showed 
considerable out-migration, ranging from minus 14 percent in Grand 
County to about minus 17 percent in San Juan County. In Grand County, 
however, the loss in net migration petween 1960 and 1970 was not as 
great as the net increase in migration between 1950 and 1960. Between 
Grand 
San Juan 
Utah 
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Table 2-9 
NET MIGRATION 
GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES 
1950-1960 
Number Rate(%) 
3308 10~.9 
936 11.5 
10105 1.1 
1960-1970 
Number Rate(%) 
-1104 -14.2 
-1948 -16.9 
-10477 -1.0 
1970-1975 
Number ltate(%) 
* 
-12.2 
* 11.5 
* 
3.6 
*To be determined. 
Source: Bowles, G., C.L. Beale, and E. S. Lee, 1975. Net Migration 
of the Population, 1950-60, by Age, Sex and Color. Volume 1. 
Part 6, U.S. Department of Agriculture Economic Research 
Service, Washington, D.C. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1975. Net Migration of the 
Population 1960-70 by Age, Sex and Color, U.S. Regions, 
Divisions, States and Counties. Part 6, Western States. 
Economic Research Service, Washington, D.C. 
u.s. Bureau of the Census, 1977. County and City Data Book, 
A Statistical Abstract Supplement, Washington, D.C. 
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1970 and 1975 net migration continued to decrease 1n Grand County. In 
San Juan County, however, net migration increased to levels of those 
between 1950-1960. This was considerably higher than the Utah rate. 
2.4.5 Household Size 
Table 2-10 shows the number of persons per household for 1960, 1970, 
and 1980 for Grand and San Juan Counties, and for Moab, Monticello, and 
Blanding. The numbers of persons per household for Utah and for the 
United States are also included in the table. National and state figures 
are generally lower than county and city figures. The Grand County and 
city of Moab figures, however, were lower than the Utah figure in 1960 
and 1980. The decrease in household size from 1970 to 1980 is probably a 
reflection of a national trend toward smaller household size. 
The household size was consistently higher in San Juan County than in 
Grand County throughout the period. This is also reflected in the 
household size in study area cities, where household size was higher 1n 
the San Juan County communities of Blanding and Monticello than in Moab 
in Grand County. 
2.5 POPULATION DENSITY - COUNTIES AND COMMUNITIES 
Table 2-11 shows the number of persons per square mile for Grand 
and San Juan Counties, for Moab and Blanding, and for the state of Utah. 
Density of study area counties is considerably lower than the state 
average, reflecting the rural nature of this area. Most of the 
population of both counties is centered in the cities and towns. 
2.6 INDIAN POPULATION 
The Indian population within the study area generally consists of 
portions of the Ute Indian tribe of the Uintah and Ouray reservation 1n 
the northwestern portion of Grand County and the Navajo Indian tribe 1n 
San Juan County. Figure 2-4 shows the locations of these reservations. 
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Table 2-10 
PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 
IN STUDY AREA COUNTIES AND CITIES 
Jurisdiction 1960 1970 1980 
Grand County 3.51 3.57 2.98 
San Juan County 4.35 4.25 4.04 
Moab 3.41 3.55 2.89 
Monticello 4.04 3.53 3.44 
Blanding 4.30 4.13 3.96 
Utah 3.62 3.46 3.20 
United States 3.33 3.11 2.75 
Sources: 1960 and 1970 figures for San Juan and Grand Counties are 
from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1973. 
Statistical Abstract of Utah, Center for Economic and 
Community Development, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, 
UT, February. 
1980 San Juan County, Grand County, Utah, and U.s. data are 
from U.s. Bureau of the Census, 1982. 1980 Census of the 
Population, Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
1960 - 1980 City data are from Utah State Planning 
Coordinator's Office, 1982. Memorandum from J. Robson to 
C. DaMassa of Bechtel Group, Inc. on November 26. 
1960 Utah data are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1~61. 
Census of the Population, 1960, Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, 
D.C. 
1970 Utah data are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972. 
Census of the Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, 
D.C. 
1960 U.s. figures are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976. 
Statistical Abstract of the United States, Washington, D.C. 
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The Uintah and Ouray Reservation is located in Northeastern Utah 
within an area commonly known as the Uintah Basin. In addition to Grand 
County, reservation lands are in parts of Uintah, Duchesne, and Wasatch 
Counties. The entire reservation consists of about 1,039,010 acres of 
tribal and allotted lands. In addition, there are about 430,000 acres 
where only the mineral or subsurface rights are owned by the Ute Indian 
Tribe and the Ute Distribution Corporation (Utah Energy Office, 1982). 
The Ute Indian Tribe consists of three bands known as the Uintah 
Band, the Uncompahgre Band and the White River Band. The population of 
the Ute Tribe has increased significantly through the last decade from 
1,292 in 1972, to 1,890 in 1981 (Utah State Energy Office, 1982). None 
of these persons actually reside in Grand County, because the portion of 
the Ute Indian tribe within Grand County is part of the Hill Creek 
Extension of the reservation. The Hill Creek Extension is a wilderness 
area which comprises about 350,000 acres, of which about 200,000 acres 
are in Grand County. This entire wilderness area is for tribal members 
only. In contrast to the remainder of the reservation, there are no 
surface roads or settlements in the Hill Creek Extension. 
The Navajo Indian Reservation (110,606 persons) extends into 
Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah. About 4 percent (4,702 persons) of these 
persons resided in San Juan County, Utah, in 1980. Of the total Indian 
population on the Reservation in San Juan County (4,476 persons), 14 
percent (633) were under age 5, 47 percent (2,111) were over 18 year~ of 
age, and only 4.2 percent (190) were 65 years of age - or older. The 
median age was about 17 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982). 
The average household size among the Indian popuiation on the 
Navajo reservation was 5.12 persons in 1980 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1982). This household Slze exceeded the average household size in San 
Juan County, as well as Blanding and Monticello in San Juan County (see 
Table 2-10). 
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3 ECONOMICS 
Large-scale developments may have significant impacts on employ-
ment, business activity, income, and prices, especially 1n rural areas. 
In order to assess the type and extent of socioeconomic impacts, and 
develop appropriate mitigation measures, the following types of baseline 
economic data are needed: employment, income, economic trends and 
projections, taxable sales, land uses, and planning regulations. 
Section 3 characterizes the existing economic environment 1n the 
Grand County and San Juan County study area. Because the two counties 
are located in close proximity to Colorado and Arizona, some project-
related activities may affect these neighboring states. For example, 
some goods and services not readily available in the rural study area 
communities may be purchased in Grand Junction, Colorado, less than 
30 miles east of the Grand County border. 
In general, the economy of study area counties 1S closely tied to 
natural resources, in terms of mineral-related activities, and 
recreation and tourism. Fluctuations in these activities can have 
significant impacts on all facets of the study area econom1C 
environment. 
3.1 LABOR FORCE TRENDS 
This section discusses characteristics of the existing labor force, 
including employment and unemployment. 
3.1.1 Employment 
Table 3-1 shows total employment by sector for Grand and San Juan 
Counties from 1960 to 1980 and state employment for the same years. 
Employment data for study area counties and for the state show 
interesting sector differences. In Utah, government and trade have been 
the major employment sectors, followed by manufacturing and services. 
Mininl 
Conatruction 
Total Manufatturinl 
Durable 
Nondurable 
Tran.portation and 
Public Utilitie. 
Total Trade 
Wholesale 
Retail 
Finance. Insurance, 
Real I.tate 
Service 
Total Govern.ent 
Federal 
State 
Local 
Nonagricultural 
Total 
Agriculture 
Grand 
County ! 
664 38.6 
* 
12 
244 14.2 
293 17.1 
41 2.4 
138 8.0 
269 15.7 
1.718 
1960 
San Juan 
Count! ! !!!!!!. % 
1,434 59.4 14,131 5.4 
115 4.8 14.851 5.6 
* 
47,549 18.1 
29.455 
18,096 
120 5.0 22.257 8.5 
278 11.5 58,816 23.3 
15.380 
43,436 
* 
11 ,292 4.3 
94 4.0 31,897 12.1 
314 13.0 62.270 23.7 
28.059 
11.525 
22.685 
2.415 263,063 
Table 3-1 
AREA EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR 
1960-1980 
1970 
Grand San Juan 
Count.! % Count.): ! ~ ! 
499 23.1 374 21.0 12,854 3.6 
163 7.5 * 14,708 4.1 
81 3.7 * 55,973 15.7 
33,764 
22,207 
186 8..6 121 6.8 23.128 6.5 
401 18.5 279 15.7 79.208 22.2 
58,921 
20.287 
53 2.5 
* 
14.977 4.2 
343 15.8 192 10.8 56,009 15.7 
439 20.3 563 31.7 100.098 28.0 
41.088 
23.522 
35,488 
2,165 1,778 156,955 
Grand 
Count.): 
736 
345 
69 
23 
46 
245 
809 
236 
573 
88 
401 
580 
214 
65 
301 
3,273 
75 
! 
22 .5 
10.5 
2.1 
7.5 
24.7 
2.7 
12.3 
17. 7 
1980 
San Juan 
Count! 
1,202 
155 
179 
61 
118 
155 
383 
89 
294 
29 
358 
871 
46 
86 
739 
3,332 
285 
% 
36.1 
4.7 
5.3 
4.7 
11.5 
0.9 
10.7 
26.1 
~ 
18,500 
31,549 
87,700 
60,057 
27.643 
34,120 
128,678 
34.114 
94.564 
25,768 
99,426 
125.046 
37.000 
J2.274 
55,682 
550,787 
17.800 
Mote.: * Data not shown in county employment statistics to avoid disclosure of individual firm data. Total includes jobs indicated with asterisks. 
- Data not available. 
Source: Utah Department of Employment Security, 1982. Labor Market Information Services, Salt Lake City, UTe 
! 
3.3 
5.7 
15.9 
6.2 
23.4 
W 
0 
4.7 
18.1 
22. 7 
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The mining industry represented only an average 4 percent of the 
nonagricultural employment over the three decades. In study area 
counties, however, mining has played an important role throughout the 
period, averaging 39 percent and 28 percent of the employment in San 
Juan and Grand Counties, respectively. Trends for the state show 
gradual decreases in mining and manufacturing as a percentage of the 
total nonagricultural employment and increases in the service sector. 
Other sectors remained fairly stable during the period. 
Between 1960 and 1980, there were significant shifts in study area 
employment. While mining remains a major employer in San Juan and Grand 
Counties, there has been a general shift away from mining industry 
employment and strengthening of other employment sectors. Between 1960 
and 1970, there was a significant decrease in mining employment in both 
Grand and San Juan Counties. 
Mining shifts have been most significant in San Juan County. 
Between 1960 and 1970, employment in this sector decreased 74 percent. 
In 1970, government became the largest employment sector, representing 
nearly 32 percent of total nonagricultural employment, an approximately 
19 percent increase from 1960 (as a percentage of total nonagricultural 
employment). The service sector also increased significantly (6.8 
percent). In Grand County, mining remained the largest employment 
sector in 1970, although it showed a 25 percent decrease from 1960. 
The largest sector increases were in services (up 148.6 percent) and 
in government (up 63 percent). Between 1970 and 1980 the mining sector 
recovered somewhat but at lower levels than 1960 mining employment. In 
San Juan County mining, as a percentage of total nonagricultural 
employment, increased about 15 percent. Government and trade sectors 
decreased as a percentage of the total, although actual employment 
figures increased. In Grand County, the relative importance of mining 
to the economy with respect to employment continued to decrease from 
1970, although the trade sector continued to grow. This trend was 
reinforced by the recent suspension of mining and milling operations 
connected with the Atlas Mill in Moab. 
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These data reflect fluctuations in the mining industry within study 
area counties. According to the Southeastern Utah Association of 
Governments (1980), potash and uranium mining are "well established 
activities with coal entering the picture in 1980". Energy development 
in San Juan County includes uranium, vanadium, natural gas, and 
petroleum (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1980). In 
addition, mineral resources being developed on Indian lands ~ subject to 
tribal control (Bechtel Group, Inc., 1982), may account for some 
increases in the mining sector between 1970 and 1980 in San Juan County. 
Over the three decades, employment in construction, trade, govern-
ment, and services industries has increased in Grand County. In 1960, 
the construction industry accounted for a negligible number of total 
jobs in Grand County, compared to nearly 11 percent in 1980. The trade 
industry accounted for 25 per~ent of nonagricultural jobs in 1980, 
compared to 19 percent in 1970 and 17 percent in 1960. Employment in 
government has also shown a steady increase since 1960, although this 
sector decreased as a percentage of total nonagricultural employment 
between 1970 and 1980. Employment in the service industry also almost 
tripled between 1960 and 1980. This may be attributable to an increase 
in tourism, particularly in Moab, over these three decades (Weaver, 
1982). 
In San Juan County, growth in government and service {primarily 
tourism} sect~rs has been most significant, following similar growth 
patterns in the state of Utah. In 1980, employment in government 
accounted for 26 percent of nonagricultu~al employment, compared to 13 
percent in 1960. Service employment was 11 percent in 1980 compared to 
4 percent in 1960. 
Des.pite recent weakness in the energy sector, energy-related 
development is anticipated to continue as the primary stimulus to growth 
in Grand and San Juan Counties. In 1983, 27 percent of Utah's uranium 
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workforce resided in Grand County and 45 percent resided in San Juan 
County (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1983). By 1986, a 
total of 8,900 new jobs is projected, 45 percent of which will be in the 
mining, construction, and transportation sectors directlJ associated 
with energy resource development (Utah Department of Employment 
Security, 1981b). 
3.1.2 Unemployment 
As shown in Table 3-2, unemployment 1n Grand and San Juan Counties 
increased significantly between 1960 and 1980. The unemployment rate 
for San Juan County has been consistently higher than for Grand County, 
as well as higher than the ~tah state unemployment rate (except 1n 
1960). However, unemployment in San Juan County declined between 1970 
(11.6 percent) and 1980 (7.8 percent); unemployment in Grand County 
continued to increase between 1970 and 1980, but at a considerably lower 
rate than between 1960 and 1970. 
The 1980 unemployment picture appears more favorable than the U.S. 
unemployment situation. Unemployment for Utah and for Grand County was 
below the U.S. average of 7.1 percent in 1980; in San Juan County, the 
unemployment rate was only slightly higher than for the U.S. 
These unemployment trends may reflect changes in sector employment 
between 1960 and 1980. As discussed in Section 3.1.1, between 1960 and 
1970 there was a decrease in the total employed in nonagricultural 
sectors in San Juan County with the decrease in mining most predominant. 
It was during this same 10-year period that unemployment increased 
significantly. Table 3-2 also shows that the total civilian labor force 
decreased in San Juan and Grand Counties between 1960 and 1970 at the 
same time the number of unemployed increased. Between 1970 and 1980, 
area employment by sector recovered somewhat, consistent with the 
unemployment rate changes. 
Civilian 
County Labor 
Force 
Grand 2,700 
San Juan 3,100 
Utah State 324,300 
1960 
Table 3-2 
UNEMPLOYMENT BY COUNTY 
1960-19BO 
YEAK 
1970 
Civilian 
Uneme10l!!!ent Labor Unemel0l!!!ent 
No. Rate Force No. Rate 
60 2.2 2,520 140 5.6 
90 2.9 2,750 320 11.6 
15,500 4.B 415,000 25,200 6.1 
19BO 
Civilian 
Labor Uneml!lo~ent 
~'orce No. Rate 
3,747 220 5.B 
5,149 403 7.8 
6lH,BIB 33,288 5.4 
Source: Utah Department of ~mployment Security, 19H2. Labor Market Information S~rvices, Salt Lake City, 
UT, April. 
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Fluctuations in these employment sectors are continuing to be 
reflected in unemployment figures. The Utah Department of Employment 
Security reported 7.4 percent annual average unemployment rate in Grand 
County in 1981 and 13.0 percent as of July 1982 (seasonally adjusted). 
The unemployment rate in San Juan County was 8.1 percent in 1981 and as 
of July 1982 was 9.8 percent. Based on preliminary estimates, by 1983, 
the unemployment rate had climbed to 16.8 percent in Grand County and 
12 percent in San Juan County (Rimmasch, 1983a). 
These unemployment trends are consistent with a decline in uranlum 
mining and indicate availability of uranium mine workers (Weaver, 1982). 
In fact, the volatility of the economy of the Southeastern Utah region 
is largely due to the region's heavy reliance on natural resource 
exploration and development of oil, uranium, potash, and natural gas. 
The unemployment trends in the coal industry are particularly critical 
in Carbon and Emery Counties, and the fluctuation in the uranium 
industry, as stated earlier, is particularly prevalent in Grand and San 
Juan Counties. Table 3-3 shows unemployment trends ln the uranium and 
coal mining industries in these counties. As noted ln Table 3-3, 
unemployment in coal and uranium industries increased significantly 
between March 1982 and March 1983. Although unemployment in the coal 
industry increased at a slower rate between March and May 1983, the h~gh 
unemployment rates ln Carbon and Emery Counties suggest the availability 
of a large labor force to take advantage of new employment 
opportunities. 
Unemployment in the uranium industry appears to be beginning to 
stabilize somewhat in Grand County, and unemployment ln San Juan County 
appears to be increasing at a slower rate than in previous years. 
Besides volatility ln the uranium industry, unemployment in San 
Juan County also may be in part attributable to a higher unemployment 
rate among the large Indian population in the county. The Navajo 
population comprises about half the population of San Juan County. 
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Table 3-3 
UNEMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES IN COAL AND URANIUM INDUSTRIES 
Carbon, Emery, Grand, and San Juan Counties 
Unemployment Rates 
Industry/Location March, 1981 March, 1982 March, 1983 May, 1983 
Coal Mining/ 
Carbon County 
~al Mining/ 
Emery County 
Uranium/Grand County 
Uranium/San Juan County 
1% 
1% 
8% 
3% 
1% 35% 53% 
1% 17% 29% 
29% 41% 39% 
9% 32% 35% 
Note: Estimates based on claims submitted by month to the Utah 
Department of Employment Services, Labor Market Information 
Services. 
Source: Rimmasch, Kent, 1983b. Utah Department of Employment Security. 
Memorandum to T. R. Mongan of Bechtel Group, Inc., March 26. 
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According to statistics in the tribal office centers in Shiprock, 
New Mexico, and Yuba City, Arizona, the unofficial unemployment rate 
for the Indian population in 1980 was 35 to 50 percent. The statistics 
available from these centers give a general estimate of unemployment, 
used in describing the economic cond'itions of San Juan County (South-
eastern Utah Association of Local Governments, 1980). 
3.2 PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME TRENDS 
Per capita personal incomes within the study area increased 
substantially between 1960 and 1980 (see Table 3-4). Grand County's per 
capita incomes were higher than state incomes in 1980 and have increased 
at a significantly faster rate. 
In 1960 in Grand County, per capita 1ncome was slightly below the 
state average but rose by 84 percent between 1960 and 1970, compared to 
a 63 percent increase for the state. Between 1970 and 1980, Grand 
County per capita income increased 182 percent, compared to an increase 
of 138 percent for the state. 
As shown 1n Table 3-4, incomes in San Juan County have not kept 
pace with the Utah state increases or with those in Grand County. In 
1960, per capita income in San Juan County was higher than Grand County 
and the state. But between 1960 and 1970, per capita income dropped 10 
percent while per capita incomes in Grand County and the state showed 
substantial gains. In 1980 the per capita income in San Juan County 
showed considerable increase (171 percent) from 1970, although it 
remained below the state or Grand County levels. These fluctuations 1n 
per capita income are consistent with fluctuations in unemployment 
levels in San Juan County (see Table 3-2). The large Indian population 
in the county, with its 35 to 50 percent unemployment, could also 
contribute to this trend. 
These per capita income trends are continuing. The Utah Department 
of Employment Security (1982) has reported a 7.3 percent increase in per 
capita income to $9,500 in Grand County in 1981. In San Juan County, 
Jurisdiction 
Grand County 
San Juan County 
Utah 
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Table 3-4 
PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
1960-1980 
1960 1970 1980 
$1,710 $3,140 $8,850 
2,090 1,880 5,090 
1,970 3,220 7,660 
4 Increase 
1960-1980 
418 
144 
289 
Source: u.S. Department of Commerce, 19~2. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
Washington, D.C. 
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1981 per capita lncome was $5,400, a 6.1 percent increase from 1980. 
The Utah state per capita lncome was $8,300 in 1981, a 7 percent 
increase from 1980. 
Compared to the U.S., Utah per capita lncome has been below the 
national average ($9,521 in 1980) because a relatively large percentage 
of the state's population is composed of the nonworking young (Utah 
Industrial Development Information System, undated). 
The large numbers of families with incomes below the poverty level 
also reflect the fact that there are many nonworking young. In 1980, in 
Grand County 10.3 percent of the families had incomes below the poverty 
level, significantly above the state average of 7.7 percent. The 
highest rate was 25.9 percent in San Juan County (The Times-Independent, 
1983). 
3.3 BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 
3.3.1 Gross Taxable Retail Sales 
This section presents information on total gross taxable retail 
sales and retail sales by section in Grand and San Juan Counties. 
Additional data on the contribution of tourism to the economies of study 
area counties are also presented. 
Gross taxable retail sales and purchases from Grand County and the 
city of Moab have increased sporadically from 1960 through 1980. 
Between 1960 and 1970, sales increased moderately, then showed a 
significant increase between 1970 and 1980. Gross taxable retail sales 
for Grand County have increased 526 percent since 1960 (see Table 3-5). 
San Juan County gross taxable sales were lower in 1970 than in 1960 
by 28 percent (Table 3-5). Monticello sales declined by over 50 percent 
in the same 10-year period. Blanding's gross taxable sales declined by 
6 percent. Since 1970, sales have increased again. Even accounting for 
Jurisdiction 
Grand County 
Moab 
Grand County 
Unincorporated 
COUNTY TOTAL 
San Juan ,County 
Blanding 
Monticello 
San Juan County 
Unincorporated 
COUNTY TOTAL 
Table 3-5 
SCHEDULE OF GROSS TAXABLE RETAIL SALES FOR 
GRAND AND S~ JUAN COUNTIES 
1960 Sales 
$12,197,806 
32333 2834 
$15,531,640 
$ 4,058,470 
6,050,436 
52778 2940 
$15,887,846 
(1960, 1970, 1980) 
1970 Sales 
$16,565,100 
32592 2778 
$20,157,878 
$ 3,808,120 
2,958,644 
4 2606 2866 
$11,373,630 
(% Change 
from 1960) 
(36) 
(8) 
(30) 
(-6) 
(-51) 
(-20) 
(-2ts) 
1980 Sales 
$53,929,056 
27 2828 2944 
$81,758,000 
$18,406,292 
14,986,391 
15 z078 2 113 
$4ts,470,796 
Note: Totals include use tax. Figures are not adjusted for inflation. 
(% Change 
from 1970) 
(226) 
(675) 
(306) 
(383) 
(406) 
(227) 
(326) 
Source: Utah State Tax Commission 1982. "Gross Taxable Retail Sales and Purchases By County, 
Classified by Major Industry II,. Table E2 for Calendar Years 1978 through 1981, Grand and 
San Juan Counties, and "Schedule of Gross Taxable Sales" 1960 through 1981 Calendar Year, 
Grand and San Juan Counties, Salt Lake City, UTe 
.l:--
0 
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inflation from 1970 to 1980, sales increased significantly, largely 
accounted for by increases since 1977 in coal, oil, and gas sales 
(Naisbitt, 1982). 
A number of natural-resource related industrial sites are located 
in San Juan County, including the largest producing oil field in south-
eastern Utah (Aneth Oil Field). In 1980, a total of 6.7 million barrels 
of oil were produced at the Aneth Field; cumulative production through 
1980 totaled 306.4 million barrels. The Lisbon Field, also ln San Juan 
County, had a 1980 production of 700,000 barrels of oil and a cumulative 
production of 43 million barrels. Natural gas is also produced and 
processed at these fields in San Juan County. The Lisbon Field ranks 
highest in cumulative production (357.7 billion cubic feet through 1980) 
and in 1980 production (17.1 billion cubic feet). The Aneth Field had a 
1980 production of 7.3 billion cubic feet and a cumulative production of 
294.2 billion cubic feet (Utah Industrial Development Information 
System, undated). 
Four uranlum mlnes are located within 60 miles of Blanding (San 
Juan Planning Council, undated). Industrial sites located on Navajo 
land include a glove factory at Montezuma Creek and the Aneth Oil Field 
(Utah Industrial Development Information System, 1980). 
In Grand County, industrial sites include uranlum milling north of 
Moab and uranium production west of Moab. Oil and gas production and 
transport are also conducted in Grand County (Utah Industrial 
Development Information System, 1980). 
In Table 3-6, gross taxable retail sales are given by major 
industry sector for Grand and San Juan counties. In Grand County, 
although construction had the smallest dollar amount of growth between 
1978 and 1981 ($1,305,763), it had the largest percentage growth (234 
percent). The sector including wholesale trade, finance, insurance, and 
Table 3-6 
GROSS TAXAB~ RETAIL SALKS 
8Y MAJOR IHOUSTRY SE~TOR 
1971:S-1981 
n7g r~'9 nRu 191:S1 
Grand San Juan Grand San Juan Grand San Juan Grand (X change San Juan (% change 
Sector Countl (;auntl Countl Countl Countl Countl Countl frOta 197d) Countl from 1971:S) 
Hining $4,618,799 $5,74b,375 $5,105,367 $3,595,221 $11,501,471 $4, 77b, 762 $7 .1:S47 ,215 70X $b,245,796 9% 
Construction 556,889 918,262 1,100,266 1,012,268 1,457,555 1,089,371 1,862,652 234% 743,775 -19" 
Nondurables 
and Durables 1,893,559 1,693,255 2,397,96b 2,34d,456 2,533,033 2,701,693 ~527',826 86% 4, 9~U, 769 194" 
Hanufactur-ing 
Transportation, 
eo-Jnications 
and Public 3,163,094 5,808,39b 6,909,655 5,627,001 5,957,912 7,632,018 4,445,835 40% 11,225,)36 93% 
Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Finance, Insurance, 9,887,954 
and R.eal ' Estate 
2,987,189 11,893,620 2,291,633 15,248,023 4,344,003 19,n5,300 100% b,632,901 lll% 
Retail Trade 22,227,974 10,460,214 23,871,234 13, 3b9, 719 27,959,088 15,027,658 32,124,520 44% 15,215,U96 45-' . 
Services 5,840,797 1,932,919 b,24b,140 2,520,381:S 9,05~,809 2,137,294 b,774,984 16% 3,071,631 59% 
Source: Utah ,State Tax Co_ission, 1982. "Gro88 Taxable Retail Sales and Purchase8 by County, clas8Hied by Major Indu8try", " Table t;-2 for Calendar 
Years 1978-1981, Grand and San Juan (;aunties", and "Schedule of Gro8s Taxable Sales 1960-1981 cy, Grand and San Juan Countie8", Salt Lake CHy, UTe 
~ 
N 
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real estate had the largest dollar amount growth ($9,867,346), a 
100 percent 1ncrease from 1978 to 1981. Mining has shown an overall 
increase since 1978, although sales have decreased from 1980 (32 percent). 
In San Juan County, largest percentage increases were in manufac-
turing and wholesale trade. Construction sales declined by 19 percent 
between 1978 and 1981, although these sales showed increases in 1979 and 
1980. Mining increased only 9 percent during the 4-year period but, 
unlike Grand County, mining sales increased about 31 percent between 
1980 and 1981. 
3.3.2 Tourism 
Tourism in San Juan and Grand Counties contributes to the local 
economy through increased jobs and increased retail sales (which 
includes restaurant use, local purchases, and hotel and motel use). The 
specific relationship of tourism to the economy of San Juan and Grand 
Counties is difficult to quantify; however, some indicators of the 
contribution of tourism to the economy in these counties are discussed 
below. 
Tourism and related activity are estimated to provide over 
20 percent of the jobs in Grand and San Juan Counties during the 
April-September "tourist season" (Southeastern Utah Association of 
Governments, 1983). It is assumed that most of these jobs are 1n the 
retail trade and services sectors. Table 3-7 shows the number of 
employees for 1 month in these sectors, as well as the annual and first 
quarter payrolls generated in these sectors in 1980. About $4.39 
million · was generated in annual payrolls in the retail trade sector 1n 
Grand County, con~rasted to almost $2 million in San Juan County in 
1980. In the services sector, the payrolls were comparable in both 
counties: $2.49 million in payroll was generated in the services sector 
in Grand County, while $2.44 million was generated in the services 
sector in San Juan County. 
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Table 3-7 
EMPLOYEES, PAYROLL, AND ESTABLISHMENTS 
BY IN1>USTKY 
County/Industry 
Grand County 
1980 
Number of 
employees 
for week 
including 
March 12 
Retail trade 552 
Food stores 107 
Grocery stores (C) 
Automotive dealers & service stations 64 
Apparel and accessory stores (B) 
Eating and drinking places 174 
Eating places 156 
Miscellaneous retail 73 
Finance, insurance, and real estate 87 
Banking (B) 
Commercial and stock savings banks (B) 
Services 300 
Hotels and other lodging places 108 
Hotels, motels, and tourist courts (C) 
San Juan County 
Retail trade 296 
General merchandise stores (B) 
Misc. general merchandise stores (B) 
Food s t9res 64 
Grocery stores (B) 
Automotive dealers & service stations 70 
Eating and drinking places 82 
Eating places 78 
Finance, insurance, and real estate (B) 
Services 294 
Health services 167 
Hospi~als (C) 
Payroll 
First 
Quarter 
1,025 
264 
(D) 
136 
(D) 
141 
119 
135 
223 
(D) 
(0) 
418 
126 
(0) 
420 
(0) 
(D) 
86 
(D) 
170 
60 
57 
(0) 
554 
394 
(o) 
Thousands Tota 1 
of Number of 
Dollars Establish' 
Annual 
4,399 
1,169 
(0) 
602 
(1) 
673 
551 
494 
1,002 
(0) 
(0) 
2,491 
128 
(D) 
1,916 
(0) 
(u) 
401 
(D) 
803 
230 
219 
(D) 
2,441 
1,65~ 
(0) 
ments 
71 
8 
1 
19 
7 
11 
8 
16 
14 
2 
2 
52 
13 
12 
34 
4 
4 
6 
5 
11 
6 
5 
6 
32 
~ 
2 
Note: "0" denotes figures withheld to avoid disclosure of operations of 
individual establishments; other a1ppabets indicate employment-size class as 
indicated below: 
B: 20-99 
C: 100-249 
Source: u.s. Bureau of the Census, 1982. County Business Patterns, Utah, 1980~ 
Washington, o.c. 
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Another indicator of the contribution of tourism to the economy in 
study area counties are transient room taxes. Table 3-8 shows transient 
room taxes in 1982 and the first quarter of 1983 in Grand and San Juan 
Counties. Almost $79,000 was generated in transient room. taxes in 1982 
in Grand County, with over 71 percent generated between April and 
September, the tourist season. In San Juan County almost $19,000 in 
transient room taxes were generated and about $13,500 or 72 percent was 
generated in the tourist season (April-September). 
3.4 LABOR FORCE TRENDS AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY ON INDIAN LANDS 
This section summarizes available data on the economic charac-
teristics of Indian lands in Grand and San Juan Counties. 
3.4.1 Uintah and Ouray Reservation 
As stated earlier, only fishing and recreational activities are 
allowed on Uintah and Ouray reservation lands in Grand County; estimates 
of the number of persons utilizing these lands and income generated from 
these uses are not available. Data presented below are for the entire 
reservation, which extends into three other counties within the Uintah 
Basin. 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs Labor Force Report for April, 1980 
indicates that 880 Indians on the Uintah and Ouray Reservation are 
considered to be in the labor force. Of this total, 488 were employed 
and 44.9 percent were unemployed. The Tribal Administrative Offices, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Tribal Enterprises, which were 
established to provide additional roles for Indians and a return on 
investment to the Tribe, are the major employers of the Indian work 
force (U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1980). 
Indian income continues to be lower than that of non-Indians. 
Although incomes of Indians have increased recently due to oil drilling 
activity, Indian income is still well below the average for the area 
(U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1980). 
Location 
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Table 3-8 
TRANSIENT ROOM TAXES 
GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTY 
IN DOLLARS 
Quarters(a) 
1982 
1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 
1983 
1st 
Quarter 
-Grand County 9,931 27.259 28,875 12,745 78.810 7,527 
San Juan County 1,999 5.994 7.481 3.295 18.770 2.134 
«ote: (a") Quarters are comprised of the following months: 
1st quarter - . JaD~rch 
2nd quarter - April-June 
3rd quarter - July-Sept 
4th quarter - Oct-Dec 
Source: Utah Travel Council. 1983. Transient Room Tax 
Schedule of Remittance. Salt Lake City. UTe 
47 
The economy of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation 1S primarily 
agricultural, but petroleum production is increasing 1n significance. 
The primary agricultural product is cattle and most farming operations 
produce hay for the livestock industry. The irrigated acres and the 
approximately 930,000 acres of reservation grazing land currently 
support a total of 4,500 head of cattle owned by Indians. Of this 
total, 2,500 head of cattle are owned by the Tribal Livestock 
Enterprise, which was established in 1963 to assist the Ute Indian Tribe 
in fully utilizing their range resources, to provide income and 
employment for Tribal members, and to demonstrate good range management 
practices (U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1980). 
3.4.2 Navajo Reservation 
Data on economic activities on Indian lands in southern San Juan 
County are lacking in many cases. Much of the economic activity on 
Indian lands 1S not reported in available statistics. Economic uses 
Indian lands in the area are primarily livestock grazing and 
agriculture. However, scen1C and recreational resources are being 
of 
developed to promote tourism; mineral resources on Indian lands are also 
being developed, subject to tribal control (Bechtel Group Inc., 1982). 
3.5 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 
Information on planning agencies and their activities 1S an 
important indicator of the type and extent of technical assistance 
available to help plan for and manage potential impacts of development-
related growth and to identify avenues of financial assistance in growth 
planning and impact mitigation. 
3.5.1 Regional Planning 
The Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments is a 
regional agency that provides a variety of planning and technical 
assistance services to Grand and San Juan Counties, as well as Carbon 
and Emery Counties in southeastern Utah. The association is involved 1n 
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The Economic Development Plan emphasizes the need to control 
impacts associated with natural resource development on the quality of 
life, and to broaden and stabilize the economic base. Planning needs to 
include the potential for out-migration as well as responding to current 
and projected future population increases related to this resource 
development. Generic priorities identified in the plan include (in 
descending order) 
• Natural resource development (including impact assessment) 
• Public facilities and community development 
• Recreation and tourism development 
• Transportation 
• Governmental services. 
3.5.2 county Planning 
Preliminary economlC development planning is beginning in both San 
Juan and Grand Counties. In San Juan Coun·ty, the San Juan Planning 
Council recently developed a plan or strategy for economlC development 
within the county called the San Juan Economic Development Plan 1983-
1993. The San Juan Planning Council was established from 
representatives of six separate entities and boards: the Navajo tribe, 
Utah Navajo Development Council, Utah Navajo Industries, Utah Division 
of Indian Affairs, Utah State Division of Industrial and Economic 
Development, and the San Juan Development Board. 
The Utah Navajo Development Council and the Utah State Division of 
Industrial Promotion, as well as the Southeastern Utah Association of 
Local Governments, provide technical assistance and staff support for 
the San Juan Planning Council's efforts. The San Juan County Economic 
Development Plan was funded by the Utah Division of Indian Affairs. 
The San Juan County Economic Development Plan 1983-1993 is designed 
to (1) determine the kind of economic growth the county should encourage 
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and the best means to achieve that growth, and (2) provide information 
to prospective business developers about conditions within the county. 
It is anticipated that this plan will be a starting point for economic 
development in San Juan County (San Juan Planning Council, undated). 
In Monticello, a similar economic development committee 1S being 
organized, with impetus from the local Chamber of Commerce. This 
committee is planning to develop an economic development strategy for 
the city. 
An economic development committee has also been organized in Grand 
County. Its purpose is to develop an ongoing economic development 
strategy for the county. 
3.5.3 Utah Economic Base Study 
The Utah Process Economic and Demographic Impact Simulation Model 
is the official model used by the Utah State Planning Coordinator's 
Office to project population and employment growth in the state. The 
Utah model is a hybrid of two standard population and econom1C 
projection methodologies: (1) the cohort survival model and (2) the 
economic base model. In the cohort survival population model, future 
population levels are projected from base year figures by adding births, 
subtracting deaths, and adding net in-migration or subtracting net out-
migration. The values of each of these three components of population 
change are projected as a function of the initial year values and the 
resultant increments are added or subtracted to generate the first 
projection year's values. The process is then repeated to generate the 
second projection year's values and so on to the last projection year. 
The population is disaggregated into appropriate subgroups, called 
cohorts, whose values are projected over time. The Utah model uses sex 
and single year of age cohorts (Weaver et aI, 1980). 
According to the economic base concept, for all but the largest 
(national-continental) regions, the primary determinant of the level of 
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economic activity, and consequently of population Slze, 1S the number of 
goods and services produced for export to other areas. Increases or 
decreases in basic (export) employment produce corresponding changes 1n 
the number of households deriving their income from these sectors. 
These changes in turn produce changes in the demand for goods and 
services produced locally for the local consumption. Initial changes 1n 
population dependent sectors in turn produce changes in population and 
in household incomes, which generate further changes resulting in a 
"multiplied" change in population and local employment as well as in 
population. 
In the Utah model, the economic base methodology is adapted to 
affect population projection through the migration component. Popula-
tion projections, in turn, generate residentiary employment for each 
level of basic employment. Thus, the cohort survival and economic base 
methodologies are combined in the Utah model. 
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4 COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
The population growth resulting from large industrial developments 
y have maJ
'or impacts on the quantity, quality, and distribution of 
The impacts on community services may revitalize 
nity services. commu 
ice functions (such as schools and hospitals) and overburden 
some serv 
To ensure that service needs are met and the quality of 
others. 
services is enhanced, careful assessments are essential. The informa-
tion compiled in this section provides necessary input to project 
service requirements for education, housing, medical, criminal justice, 
fire protection, water supply, sewage, transportation, utilities, and 
recreation. 
4.1 HOUSING 
construction and operation of a repository may result in an 
increase in demand for housing for in-migrating populations. This 
section presents information on the number, types, availability, and 
condition of housing units in the study area. In addition, information 
on the housing industry and plans for new housing development are 
discussed. The Southeastern Association of Local Governments prepared a 
housing planning study in 1977. This study, updated in 1981, provides 
local officials, developers, and citizens with a description of housing 
characteristics in Southeastern Utah. The study includes data on 
existing housing, projected housing requirements, financing, and 
construction costs. 
4.1.1 Housing Stock 
Table 4-1 presents the number of year-round single-family multiple-
family, and mobile home housing units in Grand and San Juan Counties, 
and in Moab, Monticello, and Blanding 1n 1970 and 1980. Single-family 
dwellings represent the highest percentage of units in study area 
54 
Table 4-1 
NUMBER OF YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS IN 
GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES 
Jurisdic t ion/Hous'ing Type 1970 % of Total 1980 % of Total 
orand County 2,041 3,003 
Single family 1,280 63 1,712 57 
Multi-family 242 12 329 11 
Mobile home 519 25 962 32 
Moab 1,459 1,986 
Single family 889 61 1,157 58 
Multi-family 209 14 276 14 
Mobile home 361 25 553 28 
San Juan County 2,383 3,409 
Single family 1,822 76 2,511 74 
Multi-family 213 9 284 8 
Mobile home 348 15 614 18 
Blanding 576 834 
Single family 404 70 601 72 
Multi-family 103 18 75 9 
Mobile home 69 12 158 19 
Monticello* 442 635 
Single family 354 80 492 77 
Multi-family 48 11 42 7 
Mobile home 40 9 101 16 
Housing unit details were not available from the U.S. Census for cities 
under 2,500 population. 
* 1980 data for Monticello are from Southeastern Utah Association of 
Local Governments, 1981. Southeastern Utah Housing Element 1981 
Update, edited by K. J. Burnett. 
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970. Decennial Census, 
Washington, D.C. 
u.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982. Census of Housing. Vol. 1, 
Part 46, July, Washington, D.C. 
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counties and communities. However, mobile homes also make up a large 
proportion of dwelling units, particularly in Grand County (32 percent 
in 1980). Of the San Juan County communities, Blanding had the highest 
percentage of mobile home units in 1980 (19 percent). 
Between 1970 and 1980 the number of multi-family units decreased 
slightly in Monticello and in Blanding. The number of mobile home units 
increased substantially in the counties and in all study area cities. 
In 1970, there were 81 substandard units in Grand County and 758 
substandard units in San Juan County. Substandard units are those 
lacking some or all plumbing facilities for exclusive use (U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, 1972). By 1980 the number of substandard units had 
decreased in both Grand and San Juan Counties, Grand County had a total 
of 42 substandard units; San Juan County had 669 substandard units (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 1982a). 
In 1970 in Grand County, approximately 65 percent of all units were 
owner occupied and 26 percent renter occupied. In 1970 in San Juan 
County, about 61 percent of all units were owner occupied and 30 percent 
renter occupied. In 1980 in Grand County, 71 percent of all units were 
owner occupied, 21 percent renter occupied. In 1980 in San Juan County, 
66 percent were owner occupied and 22 percent, renter occupied (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 1982a). 
Table 4-2 presents the estimated number of vacant housing units and 
mobile home spaces in Grand and San Juan Counties in October 1981. In 
Grand County, a higher percentage of mobile home spaces are available. 
In San Juan County, the vacancy rate was estimated to be the same for 
mobile home and single family units. In 1970 and in 1980, the vacancy 
rate for all housing in Grand County was about 8 percent; in San juan 
County, the vacancy rate was 7 percent in 1970 and 12 percent in 1980 
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972, 1982a). 
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Table 4-2 
ESTlMATED VACANT HOUSING 
GRAND AND SAN JU~ COUNTIES 
(October 1981) 
Grand County Number 
Mobile Homes (spaces available) 120 
Single-Family Homes 50 
San Juan County* 
Mobile Homes (spaces available) 20 
Single-Family Homes 20 
* Excludes Navajo Reservation. 
% of Total Un~ts 
12.5 
2.9 
3.3 
0.8 
Source: Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments, 1981. 
Southeastern Utah Housing Element 1981 update, K. J. Burnett, 
ed., Price, UTe 
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Table 4-3 presents the number of hotel and motel units 1n Grand and 
San Juan Counties. Data available for such units in two Grand County 
communities show that during the summer tourist season, occupancy rates 
are high, indicating a lack of temporary housing during this time, but 
surplus temporary housing is available during the winter months. 
4.1.2 Housing - Indian Lands 
There are no housing units on the portion of the Uintah and Ouray 
Reservations within Grand County, because the entire area lies in the 
Hill Creek Extension Wilderness Area. 
There are 1,400 housing units on the Navajo Reservation in San Juan 
County. Of the total 972 year-round occupied housing units on the 
reservation, 704 (72 percent) are owner occupied. Of the total 885 
units occupied by Indians, 78 percent (693 units) are owner-occupied 
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980). 
San Juan County Housing data include these units on Indian land. 
Further information from the Utah Navajo Development Council supplied to 
the Southeast Utah Council of Local Governments for use in the 1981 
update presents data on the condition of housing in the Utah portion of 
the reservation. These summary data are shown on Table 4-4. 
4.1.3 Housing Industry 
Table 4-5 shows the number and value of permits issued for new 
residential construction in 1980 in study area counties and communities. 
The value of permits issued for home improvements is also shown. The 
most significant development was in Blanding, which showed considerable 
increases in permits issued for both new units and home improvements. 
However, other San Juan County areas showed a greater percentage of 
growth in permits issued for new residential construction. In 
Mon~icello, construction permits for new residential units decreased 
from 1979 to 1980. 
Jurisdiction 
Grand County 
Moab 
Green River 
San Juan County 
Monticello 
Blanding 
Bluff 
Mexican Hat 
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Table 4-3 
HOTEL/MOTEL SEASONAL OCCUPANCY RATES 
GRAND ANU SAN JUAN COUNTI~S 
Total units 
434 
257 
92 
99 
26 
22 
Summer 
Occupancy, %* 
97 
96 
N/A** 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
* Based on summer rates (April - September). 
** N/A - Data not available. 
Winter 
Occupancy, %* 
38 
41.3 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
Source: Southeastern Utah Association of Governments and Economic 
Development District, 1980. Four Corners Regional Commission, 
Southeastern Utah Regional Report and Investment Strategy 
1980. K. J. Burnett, editor, Price, UTe 
Table 4-4 
SUMMARY OF HOUSING NEEDS ON THE UTAH POKTION 
OF THE NAVAJO K~SERVATION 
Families Homes Homes Homes Homes In 
Without Needing Needing Needing Good Families Not 
Homes Rel!lacin~ MaJor ke£air Minor ReEair Condl.tion Surve~ed Total 
Chal!ters No. % No. % No. ... No. % No. % No. ~ Number 
Aneth 30 9.1 49 14.3 95 28.7 76 23.0 66 19.9 15 4.5 331 
Red Mesa 40 22.1 30 10.6 44 24.3 34 U~.8 20 11.0 13 7.2 un 
Oljato 20 7.6 83 31.6 39 14.8 31 ll.t3 57 21.7 33 12.5 263 
V1 
Navajo Mountain 16 16.8 33 34.7 19 20.0 7 7.4 3 3.2 17 17.9 95 \0 
Mexican Water 12 24.0 5 10.0 9 13.0 7 14.0 0 0.0 17 34.0 50 
Teec Nos Pas 5 15.2 10 30.3 5 15.2 0 0.0 3 9.1 1U(est.) 30.0 33 
Off-Reservation* 5 11.6 3 7.0 4 9.3 4 9.3 7 16.3 20(est.) 46.5 43 
Totals 128 12.9 213 21.4 215 21.6 159 16.0 156 15.7 125 12.6 996 
* Includes Bluff and Mexican Hat only. 
Source: Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments, 1981. Southeastern Utah Housin~ 1!:1ement UEdate, 
Price, UTe 
Table 4-5 
PERMIT-AUTHORIZED RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 
(1980) 
New Uwelling Units Additions, Alterations, Repairs 
Grand County 
Moab and 
Grand County 
San Juan County 
Monticello 
Blanding 
Other San Juan 
County 
No. 
45 
13 
65 
15 
% Change 
1979-1980 
-16.7 
242.1 
400 
Value 
($000) 
1,679.6 
665.3 
2,257.7 
409.6 
% (;hange 
1979-HO 
-27.8 
-14.4 
226.5 
Value 
($000) 
449.1 
o 
84.7 
5.0 
% Ghallge 
1979-HO 
45.2 
o 
161.4 
u 
Source: Bureau of Economic and Business Research (;ollege of Business, University of Utah, 198U. 
Utah Construction Report, Vol. 23, No.4, Salt Lake City, UTe 
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In Grand County, permits for new residential construction also 
decreased, although permits for home improvements increased between 1979 
and 1980. 
4.1.4 Existing Planning for Housing Needs and Financing 
There is limited information available on future housing needs in 
San Juan and Grand Counties and plans to meet these needs. However, 
housing requirement projections based on population projections {see 
Section 2.3} through the year 2000 are outlined in the Housing Inventory 
Update {Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments, 1981}. The 
projections indicate a need for 313 units by 2000 in Grand County, a 12 
percent increase from 1980. Housing requirement lncreases of 18 percent 
{325 units} are projected for Moab by year 2000, and 19 percent {123 
units} in Spanish Valley, a developed unincorporated area south of and 
adjacent to Moab. Housing requirements for other unincorporated areas 
of Grand County are expected to decrease 60 percent in the next two 
decades. In San Juan County, housing requirements are expected to 
increase 47 percent {911 units} by year 2000 {excluding Navajo lands}. 
Unincorporated areas are expected to increase 60 percent {266 units}. 
Blanding housing requirements are projected to increase 48 percent {414 
units} and Monticello requirements 36 percent {231 units} by 2000. 
Based on these data, the Southeastern Utah Association of Local 
Governments {1981} concluded that 
• The demand for housing will remain strong through 
the mid-1990s 
• High costs of housing development will limit the 
ability of local economies to meet housing needs 
• Alternatives to single-family units {mobile homes 
and multifamily units} will be required 
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• A combination of the former conclusions could add 
to severe housing shortages and/or substandard 
development. 
In March 1981, the Association surveyed financial lending insti-
tutions in Southeastern Utah to identify mortgage credit patterns. 
According to the survey results, 59 percent of the residential loans 
were for single-family home purchases. Of these, 75 percent were 
conventional loans. Loans for single-family home improvements were 
about 40 percent of the total; the remaining were for multifamily 
dwellings (Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments, 1981). 
Interest rates for conventional loans during 1980 ranged from a 
minimum of 7.75 percent to a maximum of 18 percent. The maximum number 
of years for payoff of conventional loans ranged from 10 to 30 years 
(Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments, 1981). 
4.2 EDUCATION 
In orde~ to plan for the increased number of school age youngsters 
in the population that may result from project-related activities, it is 
necessary to know current school enrollment and capacities. This 
section describes present facilities and enrollments. 
4.2.1 Districts and Facilities 
Table 4-6 shows the number of schools in the Grand and San Juan 
County school districts and the net area of facilities. Table 4-7 shows 
the number of elementary and secondary school teachers and admin-
istrators in Grand and San Juan Counties, and in Moab, Monticello, and 
Blanding. 
Table 4-6 
NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN THE STUDY AtlEA 
Elementary Area Middle Area High Area 
(ft2) (Grades (tt2) (ft2) 
Vocational Area 
(ft 2) 
6-8) 
Grand County Total 2 67,017 1 42,019 1 46,120 1 Ll,17~ 
Moab 2 67,017 1 42,019 1 46,120 1 21,178 
San Juan County Total 7 138,722 3 245,810 1 24,U97 
Monticello 1 40,574 1 70,785 
Blanding 2 51,641 1 187,587 1 
Montezuma Creek 1 16,309 1 87,438 
Mexican Hat 1 15,285 
Bluff 1 9,948 
La Sal 1 4,965 
Sources: Utah State Department ot Education, 1982. Memorandum from ~amille Beckstrom to C. DaMassa, 
Bechtel Group, Inc., July. 
Net area figures are from Utah State Office of Education, 1981. "A Report on School Buildings 
in Utah", Statistical and Cost Supplement, Salt Lake City, UT, January. 
Grand County 
Moab 
San Juan County 
Monticello 
Blanding 
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Table 4-7 
NUMBER OF TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 
IN STUDY AREA 
(1981-82) 
Teachers 
86 
86 
177 
41 
80 
Administrators 
5 
5 
17 
3 
5 
Sources: County and Moab figures are from Utah State Department of 
Education, 1982,. Memorandum from Camille Beckstrom to 
N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 29. 
Data for Monticello and Blanding are from San Juan County 
School District, '1982. Memorandum from Clyta Christiansen to 
N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 29. 
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In the Grand County School District, all schools are located in 
Moab. In addition to elementary and secondary schools, an area 
vocational center is also located in Moab and has an enrollment of 330 
students (Utah Industrial Development Information System, 1980). This 
district vocational center operates in conjunction with the Grand County 
high school. Students use the vocational center on an elective basis 
during the day_ Adult education classes are held at the center in the 
evenlng. Courses provided include electronics, pottery, wood working, 
welding, auto mechanics, home economics, and basic business machines 
(Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1980). 
In the San Juan County School District, elementary, secondary, and 
vocational schools are located in Blanding. In addition, an elementary 
and a secondary school are located at Monticello, and three elementary 
schools and one secondary school are located in communities on or 
adjacent to the Navajo Reservation. Another elementary school lS 
located at La Sal. The Zenos L. Black Career Education Center at 
Blanding serves vocational educational needs of local secondary and 
post-secondary students. Programs include automotives, building trades, 
business, home economics, metal work, nursing and nursing aide, silver 
smithing, welding, and vocational agriculture (Southeastern Utah 
Association of Governments, 1980). 
4.2.2 Enrollment Trends and Capacity 
Table 4-8 shows the 1981-82 enrollments and the student/teacher 
ratio for Grand and San Juan Cpunties, and for Moab, Monticello, and 
Blanding. Enrollments in elementary schools make up the larger share of 
school enrollments. In Grand County, elementary school enrollments were 
53 percent of total enrollments in 1981-82. In San Juan County, 
elementary school enrollments were 58 percent of the total. 
Jurisdiction 
Grand County 
Moab 
San Juan County 
Monticello 
Blanding 
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Table 4-8 
STUDENT/TEACHER RATIOS FOR 
STUDY AREA SCHOOLS 
(1981-82 School Year) 
Elementarx 
Student/ 
Number of Teacher 
Enrollment Teachers Ratio Enrollment 
959 41 23:1 848 
959 41 23:1 848 
1,900 89 21:1 1,399 
4'+4 17 26:1 340 
760 32 24:1 641 
Secondarx 
Student/ 
Number of Teacher 
Teachers Ratio 
45 19:1 
45 19:1 
88 16:1 
24 14:1 
48 13:1 
Sources: County and Moab data are from Utah State Department of Education, 
1982.Memorandum from C. Beckstrom to N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., 
November 29. 
Monticello and Blanding data are from San Juan County School 
District, 1982 :Memorandum from C. Christiansen to N. Norman, Bechtel 
Group, Inc., November 29. 
67 
Enrollments in Grand County (Moab) schools have declined slightly 
over the past few years. In 1981-82, elementary (including middle 
school) enrollments decreased about 1 percent from the 1979-80 year. 
Enrollments in the secondary school decreased approximately 8 percent 
during the same period (Utah State Office of Education, 1981). 
In San Juan County, enrollments have remaining fairly steady with 
slight growth. Enrollments in elementary schools increased about 
1 percent between 1979-80 and 1981-82; enrollments in secondary schools 
increased about 2 percent during the same period. Blanding had a 
4 percent increase in elementary enrollments between 1979-80 and 
1981-82; secondary enrollments in Blanding decreased about 2 percent. 
In Monticello, elementary enrollments also increased about 4 percent 
while secondary enrollments decreased about 2 percent (Utah State Office 
of Education, 1981). 
It was estimated in 1981 that Grand County had a capacity to 
accommodate an additional 100 high school students, 100 middle school 
students, and over 200 elementary school students (Meador, 1982). 
However, in San Juan County, elementary school capacity is critical 
in Monticello and Blanding, particularly in Blanding where enrollment in 
both elementary schools is above capacity. One school is 3 percent 
above capacity, and the other is 14 percent above capacity. Capacity in 
the Monticello elementary school is at 96 percent. The high school in 
Blanding is also close (97 percent) to capacity. The Monticello high 
school is at 79 percent of capacity (San Juan County School District, 
1982). One new high school in Monument Valley was scheduled to open in 
September 1983. No new facilities are planned for Monticello and 
Blanding (San Juan County School District, 1982). 
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4.3 PROTECTIVE SERVICES - POLICE AND FIRE 
Data on police and fire services are important to determine the 
types and amount of additional services required as a result of project 
development. 
4.3.1 Police Services 
The Grand County police services include the County Sheriff's 
Department and the Moab Municipal Poli~e Department. The Sheriff's 
Department covers all of Grand County, and Moab, upon request. Back-up 
services are provided by the Moab Municipal Police or neighboring county 
sheriff offices. Data on police personnel and vehicles available in the 
county and in Moab are summarized in Table 4-9. 
San Juan County protective serVices are provided by the County 
Sheriff's Department and Municipal Police in Blanding and Monticello. 
Data on sheriff and police personnel and vehicles available in the 
county and in Blanding and Monticello are summarized in Table 4-9. The 
National Park Service also provides protective services within the units 
of the National Park System in these counties. 
Table 4-10 presents the 1980 service-to-population ratios for the 
Grand and San Juan Counties Sheriff's Departments~ and for the Moab, 
Monticello, and Blanding Police Departments. The number of officers per 
1,000 population is also shown. In 1980, the national average of 
officers per 1,000 population was 2.1 (Utah Bureau of Criminal 
Identification, undated). 
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Table 4-9 
POLICE SERVICES 
GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES 
Grand San Juan 
Services County Moab County* Monticello Blanding 
Sheriff 1 1 
Deputies 6 7 
Police 12 1 3 4 
Vehicles/ 
squadron cars 7 8 2 3 3 
*In San Juan County, two deputies are assigned to Blanding, two to 
Monticello and one each to La Sal, Bluff, and Aneth; one sheriff is 
assigned to Monticello. 
Sources: Data for Grand County are from J. Nyland, 1982. 
Memorandum to N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., December 21. 
Data for San Juan County are from R. Wright, 1984. 
Memorandum to S. Douglas, Bechtel Group, Inc., March 12. 
Monticello data are from R.C. Terry, 1984. 
Memorandum to S. Douglas, Bechtel Group, Inc., March 9. 
Blanding data are from F.D. Nielson, 1984. 
Memorandum to T.R. Mongan, Bechtel National, Inc., October 27. 
Jurisdiction 
Grand County 
Sheriff's Department 
Moab Police Department 
San Juan County 
Sheriff's Department 
Monticello 
Police Department 
Blanding 
Police Department 
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Table 4-10 
POLICE/POPULATION RATIOS 
SAN JUAN AND GRANO COUNTIES 
1980 1980 
Population No. of 
Served Officers 
8,241 6 
5,333 9 
7,206* 7 
1,929 3 
3,118 3 
Service/ Officers/ 
Popul-ation 1,000 
Ratio Population 
1:1,374 0.73 
1:593 1.69 
1:1,029 0.97 
1:643 1.50 
1:1,039 0.96 
*1980 San Juan County population less Monticello and Blanding populations. 
Sources: u.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982, Census of the Population, 
Vol. 1, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
C. Vermillion, 1982. Utah State Bureau of Criminal 
Identification. Memorandum to N. Norman, Bechtel Group, 
Inc. September. 
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4.3.2 Fire Services 
4.3.2.1 Districts and Facilities 
Fire services for Grand County are provided by the Moab Fire Pro-
tection District and the Castle Valley Fire Protection District. The 
Moab District services an area of 24 square miles and includes the city 
of Moab; the Castle Valley district encompasses 42 square miles. Areas 
in Grand County that are not served by either of these two fire dis-
tricts are served by the State Forestry and Fire Control or the Bureau 
of Land Management. The Moab Fire Protection District firefighters are 
volunteers and are trained internally (Black, 1982). Fire equipment in 
Grand County includes three 750-gpm pumpers, one 1,000-gpm pumper, one 
1,500-gpm pumper, one 1,500-ga110n tank truck, and one 250-ga110n mini-
pumper (Black, 1982). 
The San Juan County Fire Department serves all of San Juan County 
except for the cities of Monticello and Blanding, which have their own 
fire departments. The County Fire Department has eight tanker trucks 
each carrying 1,200 gallons of water and four small tankers each 
carrying 200 gallons of water. County fire equipment is located 1n 
Monticello, La Sal, Cedar Point, Montezuma Creek, Blanding, Bluff, 
Mexican Hat, and Monument Valley. The Monticello Fire Department has 
one 750-gpm pumper truck and the Blanding Fire Department has one 750-
gpm pumper truck and a 1,000-gpm pumper truck (Baker, 1982). All fire 
department personnel in San Juan County are volunteers who receive 
training through the state of Utah. 
4.3.2.2 Service/Population Ratio 
Table 4-11 shows the approximate number of city and county 
volunteer firefighters for San Juan and Grand Counties. The Moab Fire 
Protection District serves more people per firefighter than do San Juan 
County or the cities of Monticello and Blanding. The district is given 
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Table 4-11 
VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTERS 
IN GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES 
1982 
Approximate Number 19~0 Service/Population 
Jurisdiction of Volunteers P02ulation Ratio 
San Juan County 74 7,253 1:98 
(excluding Monticello 
and Blanding) 
Monticello City 20 1,929 1:96 
Blanding City 25 3,118 1:125 
Grand County* 8,241 
Moab Fire Protection 40-45 ~,OOO Between 
District 1:200 and 1:177 
*Population not served by the Moab fire district is served by the Castle 
Valley Fire District, the State Forestry and Fire Control, or the Bureau 
of Land Management. 
Sources: u.s. Bureau of the Census, 19b2. 1980 Census of Population, 
Vol. I, Part 46, Washington, D.C. 
San Juan County, Monticello and Blanding data are from 
J. Baker, 1982, memorandum to N. ~orman, Bechtel Group, Inc., 
December 24. 
Grand County and Moab data are from T. Black, 1982, 
memorandum to N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24. 
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a protection class rating* of 5 by the Insurance Service Office, on a 
scale of 1 to 10, high to low. Monticello and Blanding are both given a 
fire protection class rating of 7 by the Insurance Service Board, on a 
scale of 1 to 10, high to low (Stevens, 1982). 
The Moab Fire Protection District has adequate facilities to 
service 3,000 to 4,000 more people. A new 250-gallon mini-pumper has 
been purchased to replace the one currently in service (T. Black, 1982). 
The San Juan County Fire Department plans to build new housing for 
existing equipment and a new county fire station (Baker, 1982). 
4.3.2.3 Emergency Plans 
The Emergency Operating Center 1n Moab is responsible for Civil 
Defense operation in Grand County. In the event of a disaster, the 
Civil Defense Director will be in charge of the Center, with assistance 
from county and city officials. The county maintains an up-to-date 
communications system to aid with the county's emergency preparedness. 
Also, a 50-bed hospital is in storage, fully equipped (not including 
drugs) and the Emergency Operating Center can accommodate up to 15,000 
people in and around Moab (Martin, 1983). 
The San Juan County Disaster Planning Office has plans for natural 
and nuclear disasters. These plans include an inventory of all build-
ings to be used for shelter from the elements or from fallout and for 
providing food. There are few permanent fallout shelters in San Juan 
County, but plans exist for converting buildings to fallout shelters in 
case of nuclear disaster. San Juan County is a host county on a 
• 
* Rating is a function of whether the area has a full-time chief, 
percentage of area (built-up) over 1.5 miles from the fire station, 
and availability of water. 
County 
Grand 
San Juan 
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Table 4-12 
HOSPITAL BED NEED PROJECTIONS 
GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTI~S 
1983 1985 1987 
17-20 18-20 18-21 
34-40 36-42 37-44 
1989 1990 
19-22 19-22 
39-46 40-47 
Source: Dinehart, William K., 1983. Bureau of Health and Facilities. 
Memorandum of B. Hunt of Department of Community and Economic 
Development, Salt Lake City, UT, April 21. 
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by 1985 there will be a need for 6 to 9 primary care physicians* in San 
Juan County, and by 1990 12 to 15 primary care physicians will be needed 
(State Health Systems Agency, 1981). 
A nursing home is also located in Blanding; it had a licensed 
capacity for 32 beds in 182 and in 1982 was operating at 100 percent of 
capacity (State Health Systems Agency, 1981). 
A 26-bed hospital is located on the Navajo Indian Reservation at 
Monument Valley (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1980); 
the bed utilization for this hospital in 1982 was 27 percent (State 
Health Systems Agency, 1981). 
The Southeastern Utah Health District in Price also provides 
nursing services to the area. The Health Department has one public 
health nurse each in Blanding and Monticello and one licensed practical 
nurse and two registered nurses in Moab. 
4.4.2 Service/Population Area 
Table 4-13 shows the number of physicians, and service-to-population 
ra.tios for San Juan and Grand Counties. A physician-to-population ratio 
of- 0.099 per 1,000 population is considered adequate by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services. The National Health Sys.tem agency 
u'ses physician-to-population ratio and other criteria for designating 
communities as underserviced, including high need of residents for medi-
cal services, accessibility and utilization of medical care personnel 
in the are'a, and the effect of transient populations (such as tourists) 
on the need for medical care. Underserviced tommunities are. given a 
Primary Medical Care Rating of 1 through 4 by the agency, from most 
to least severely underserviced. 
* Primary care physicians include general practitioners, internists, 
pediatricians, obstetricians, and general surgeons. 
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Table 4-13 
PHYSICIAN/POPULATION RATIOS FOR SAN JUAN AND GRAND COUNTIES 
1982 
County No. of Physicians (a) Ratio 
Grand 4 0.48:1,000 
San Juan 6 0.49:1,000 
(a) All four doctors in Grand County are located in Moab. In San Juan 
County, Monticello, Blanding, and the Indian Reservation each have two 
doctors. 
Sources: R. Furlow, 1982. Director, Southeastern Utah Health District. 
Memorandum to N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 29. 
Raby, 1984. 
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• Upgrade or improve ambulance serV1ce 
• Train advanced life support personnel 
• Involve community in Emergency Medical Service Council 
• Develop local disaster plan. 
4.4.4 Mental Health 
No data were available on mental health facilities and services 1n 
Grand County. Four Corners Mental Health Center currently serves the 
population 1n San Juan County, with two offices in the county; one 1S 
located in Blanding and one in Monticello. Five full-time profes-
sionals, a local physician who consults with the Center, and a 
psychiatrist who makes monthly visits, provide the following services: 
• Child abuse counseling 
• Alcohol and drug abuse counseling 
• Family and individual counseling 
• Nursing home outreach 
• Marriage counseling 
• Preschool outreach 
• Hospitalization for acute and chronic care 
• 24-hour emergency counseling services. 
A task force, formed in 1980 and comprised of local people 
(providers, elected officials, interested parties), identified the 
following priority mental health needs in San Juan County (State Health 
Systems Agency, 1981): 
• Promoting mental health services 
• Promoting lifestyles and behavior that may prevent mental 
illness 
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• Conducting courses on development of parenting skills 
• Intervening in family crises 
• Coordinating helping agencies 
• Providing suicide prevention counseling 
• Increasing general counseling services 
• Improving care of chronic mentally disabled (State Health 
Systems Agency, 1981). 
4.4.5 Indian Health Services 
The Utah Navajo Development Council was created in 1968 to provide 
a local voice for the Utah Navajo and an effective service delivery 
system, including medical services. The Health Division of the Council, 
located in Blanding, cooperates with 14 other agencies and programs to 
provide the following health care service for the Utah Navajo: 
• Outpatient care 
• Community health 
• Nursing and health education 
• Well-child care 
• Prenatal and post-partum care 
• Special clinics for cancer screening, tuberculosis, and 
handicapped children. 
During 1980, the clinics on the Indian reservations conducted over 
15,000 outpatient visits. Community health nurses also provide services 
on the Indian reservations. Also, many programs have been instituted to 
train Navajos for a variety of health care positions (State Health 
Systems Agency, 1981). 
The following health care needs have been identified for the Utah 
Navajo in San Juan County (State Health Systems Agency, 1981): 
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• Health care serVlces for Indians who live off the 
reservation 
• Increased understanding of the cultural and 
traditional aspects of disease and illnesses as 
perceived by the Navajos in order t o adequately 
integrate native and modern practices in a healing 
program. 
4.5 WATER SUPPLY 
4.5.1 Prevent Water Supply Capacities 
The Moab city water sources consist of 3.56 million gallons per day 
from wells operated by the Grand County Water Conservancy District (Utah 
Bureau of Public Water Supplies, 1981). Calculated peak demand for the 
city in 1983 was 4.2 million gallons per day (Martin, 1983). No treat-
ment of Moab's well water is required (Utah Bureau of Public Water 
Supplies, 1981). Moab currently has 3 million gallons of water storage 
capacity (Martin, 1983). 
The San Juan Water Conservancy District provides water services to 
Monticello and Blanding. In 1983, Monticello had water rights to 0.16 
million gallons per day derived from surface springs on Blue Mountain 
(Terry, 1984). Water supply would be adequate for about 3,500 homes 
(Terry, 1984). There were a total of 595 residential and commercial 
connections. Calculated peak demand was estimated at 944,000 gallons 
per day. 
Monticello's water treatment plant has a capacity of 1.27 million 
gallons per day; 1980 peak use was approximately 0.95 million gallons 
per day (Utah Bureau of Public Water Supplies, 1981). Monticello 
currently has a water storage capacity of 1.25 million gallons (Ball et 
aI, 1981). 
In 1981, Blanding had water rights to 2.28 million gallons per d~y 
from surface water and two wells. Well #1 (113,000 gallons per day) is 
not used because of a sanding problem; well #2 (238,000 gallons per day) 
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IS used only in emergencies. The majority of the water (1.9 million 
gallons per day) comes from two streams just north of Blanding (Horrocks 
Engineers, 1981). In 1981 there were 1,100 connections; calculated peak 
demand was 1.76 million gallons per day (Utah Bureau of Public Water 
Supplies, 1981). The storage system has a capacity of 1.11 million 
gallons. The treatment plant, remodeled and expanded in 1981, has a 
capacity of 1.08 million gallons per day (Horrocks Engineers, 1981). 
Table 4-14 summarizes water supply systems for study area cities. 
4.5.2 Future Supply and Capacity 
The city of Moab and the Spanish Valley Water and Sewer Improvement 
District have made arrangements tn provide water and wastewater treat-
ment services jointly. The Spanish Valley Water and Sewer Improvement 
District is a populated unincorporated area located south of the Moab 
city limits. By 1985, Moab will purchase 0.89 million gallons per day 
from the George White Well #4 located in Spanish Valley. The total 
water supply will be approximately 4.02 million gallons per day. 
Spanish Valley will use the balance of the water from the George White 
Well #4 not sold to Moab (Utah Bureau of Public Water Supplies, 1981). 
In Monticello, temporary shortages are expected to be eliminated 
within the next five years. Funding has been received from the Board of 
Water Resources and the San Juan County Conservancy District to con-
struct the Monticello Reservoir with a total capacity of 1,140 million 
gallons. Construction was scheduled to begin on May 1, 1984 (Terry, 
1984). This should supply enough water for about 3,500 people (Terry, 
1984). 
Blanding has also upgraded its water system to keep pace with 
expected growth. A new well has been added and the storage reservoir 
enlarged (Nielson, 1984). These expansions are expected to provide for 
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Table 4-14 
MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY 
Supply Calculated Peak 
Capacity Demand Storage 
(million gall (million gall Capacity 
City Agency day) day) (million gal) 
Moab Grand County 3.56 4.2 3.0 
Water Conservancy 
llistrict 
Monticello San Juan County 1.27 0.95 1.25 
Water Conservancy 
District 
Hlanding San Juan County 2.28 1.76 1.11 
Water Conservancy 
District 
Sources: J. Martin, 1983. Grand County Community Data Base. Prepared for 
Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments and Southeastern 
Utah Economic Development District, Price, UT, December. 
Utah Bureau of Public Water Supplies, 1981. Internal Statistics, 
Publication Supply Information System, Salt Lake City, UI, February. 
W. Ball, J. Williams, and C. Christensen, 1981. Report of Survey, 
Monticello Water Systems #19004, San Juan County, Monticello, UT, 
April. 
Horrocks Engineers, 1981. Preliminary Engineering Report, Hlanding 
City Culinary Water System Improvements, American Fork, UTe 
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a population of 6,000 (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 
1980). Enlargement of Blanding's exiting treatment plant will expand 
the total capacity from 1.67 million gallons per day to 2.4 million 
gallons per day (Nielson, 1984). 
4.6 SEWAGE AND SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 
Present and planned wastewater system capacities are given 1n Table 
4-15. The City of Moab is responsible for collection and treatment of 
its wastewater. Moab City also treats sewage from the Spanish Valley 
Water and Sewer Improvement District. The wastewater collection system 
for Moab is in generally good shape, although it does lack a regularly 
scheduled maintenance program and needs to be cleaned. The collection 
system (1.5 miles of sewer line) has already been extended into Spanish 
Valley to serve some residents closer to Moab (Nielsen, Maxwell, and 
Wangsgard, 1979). 
The secondary treatment portion of the Moab Sewage Treatment Plant 
was constructed in 1967 at the site of the previous primary plant. It 
serves the residential and commercial areas of Moab, some unincorporated 
areas nearby, and a small portion of Spanish Valley (Nielsen, Maxwell, 
and Wangsgard, 1979). 
The design capacity of the plant was for 10,000 people or a flow of 
1.0 million gallons per day. In. 1979, there were about 1,400 connec-
tions to the system, including 50 in unincorporated areas and 32 in 
Spanish Valley. While the plant operated in excess of its design 
efficiencies, it could not meet the new National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit requirements. Thus, the 
actual capacity of the sewage treatment plant, using present effluent 
standards, was about 5,000 people (Nielsen, Maxwell, and Wangsgard, 
1979). 
City 
Moab 
Monticello 
Blanding 
Sources: 
Table 4-15 
COMMUNITY WASTE~ATER SYSTEM CAPACITIES--
Present and Planned 
1980 
Population 
5,333 
1,929 
3,118 
Treatment System Capacity 
Present Planned 
1 million gal/day 
for 5,000 people(a) 
Sufficient for 3,000 
population(e} 
1,864 connections(d) 
1.3 million gal/day(b) 
5,000 persons(c) 
(a) Nielsen, Maxwell and Wangsgard, 1979. 201 Facility Plan for Moab 
City and Spanish Valley, Salt Lake City, UTe 
(b) Alvin Anderson, 1984. Vice President, Montgomery Engineers. Memo-
randum to T.R. Mongan, Bechtel, May 23. 
(c) R. Terry, 1984. Monticello City Manager, Memorandum to S. Douglas, 
Bechtel National, Inc., March 9. 
(d) F.D. Nielson, 1984. Memorandum to T.R. Mongan, Bechtel National, 
Inc., October 27. 
(e) Coon, King, and Knowlton, 1976. Monticello Utah Wastewater Treatment 
Facilities Plan, Salt Lake City, UTe 
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In 1984, Moab expanded its wastewater treatment plant to 1.3 MGD to 
serve Spanish Valley residents. With these improvements, the plant will 
meet present effluent standards. 
In 1982, a new sewer lagoon system sufficient to handle 3,000 
people was completed for the City of Monticello. There is room to 
expand the system by two more ponds so it could handle 5,000 people 
(Terry, 1984). 
Blanding has completed construction of a new wastewater lagoon 
treatment system with a capacity for 1,864 connections. There are 
currently 1,116 connections i n the system. The system is expected to be 
adequate for the next 20 years (Nielson, 1984). 
Solid waste disposal sites are available to a limited extent within 
study area cities. Moab has two 16-hectare (40-acre) solid waste 
landfill tracts, each with a 5-year life. The city also has two garbage 
trucks to haul solid waste (Martin, 1983). Monticello is presently 
dumping on 8 hectares (20 acres) of land that could serve the city for 
the next 20 years (Terry, 1984). Solid waste 1S disposed of at Canyon 
Dump, a 4-hectare (IO-acre) site in Blanding; no landfill site exists, 
but the city has applied to develop a landfill (Nielson, 1984). 
4.7 TRANSPORTATION 
4.7.1 Routes and Facilities 
The major road arterials were shown in Figure 2-1. U.S. Highway 
163*, the main north-south arterial in the region, connects Moab, 
Monticello, and Blanding. It is a two-lane paved road and an important 
touris~ route to Arches National Park, Canyonlands, Monument Valley, the 
Navajo Reservation, and the Grand Canyon. State Highway 211 cuts west 
*U.S. Highway 163 has been changed to State Route 191 (Hood, 1982). 
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from u.s. 163 approximately 13 miles north of Monticello and roughly 
follows Indian Creek to the south entrance of Canyonlands National Park. 
Another two-lane road branches west from State Route 191 about 20 miles 
north of Monticello. It winds about 8 miles along Hatch Point to the 
Windwhistle Campground and Needles Overlook. This road is paved for 
about IS miles. A branch of this road with an unimproved gravel surface 
proceeds north to Hatch Point campground and Anticline Overlook. The 
only other roads in the area are unimproved dirt roads and jeep trails. 
The San Juan County Airport is located about 4 miles north of 
Monticello on State Route 191. There is also a municipal airport about 
20 miles north of Moab, a municipal airport at Blanding, and Canyonlands 
Field, a municipal airport located west of State Route 191. A private 
dirt landing strip owned by Canyonlands Resort is located off Highway 
211, adjacent to Canyonlands National Park. 
Moab is presently served by the Denver and Rio Grande Western 
Railroad Company that operates a branch line from the main line at 
Crescent Junction to Moab. Service on the branch line is on an "as 
needed" basis. The main line at Crescent Junction provides daily 
serV1ce to Salt Lake City and Denver (Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, 1981). There are no railroads in San Juan County. 
4.7.2 Volume and Capacity 
Peak holiday traffic on State Route 191 during 1980 between the 
northern limit of Monticello and Highway 211 (which is the state highway 
access road to the proposed project site) was 260 vehicles per hour 
(Hood, 1982). State Highway 211 1S a two-lane bituminous-surfaced road 
that may be unsuitable for heavy traffic. In 1981, 42,098 people 
entered the south entrance of Canyonlands National Park via Highway 211. 
No plans exist for major highway or road expansion in either Grand 
or San Juan Counties. 
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No commercial airlines presently serve the airports mentioned 
above. The Blanding Municipal Airport has a 6,OOO-foot paved . runway, 
with lighting, tie-down, and repair services. The Canyonlands Field is 
a minimum-service airport providing communications and tie-down 
(Southeastern Utah Economic Development District, 1978). It has a 
6,900-foot concrete runway and a rotary light and operates from sunset 
to sunrise. The private landing strip adjacent to Canyonlands National 
Park has a 4,800-foot runway and no services. 
The Denver and Rio Grande Western railway line near Moab is a Class 
A branch line, which by definition carries at least 1 million but less 
than 5 million gross tons of freight per year. According to the Utah 
State Rail Plan (Utah Department of Transportation, 1978), the state's 
main concern in rail planning is not the abandonment of rail lines, as 
is the case with states in the northeast and midwest, but the identi-
fication of necessary new lines that will be needed to transport coal 
and other energy-related products. There are no pending abandonments in 
the area; neither are there any designated potential railway corridors. 
4.8 RECREATION 
Recreational facilities available in Moab, Monticello, and Blanding 
are presented in Table 4-16. The three cities all have municipal parks 
and facilities for tennis, baseball, swimming, and golfing. The county 
fairground is located in Moab. A ski area is located near Monticello, 
and an indoor roller rink is available in Blanding. San Juan County has 
a summer recreation program with 50 to 60 part-time employees (Barber, 
1982). 
Future recreation needs in the City of Moab have been estimated. 
Swimming pool, tennis court, baseball, archery, and golf facilities will 
be adequate through 1990. Projected needs for both 1985 and 1990 
include a children's playground (0.5 acre) and open grassy areas (0.5 
acre each) (Martin, 1983). 
City 
Moab 
Monticello 
Blanding 
Sources: 
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Table 4-16 
RECREATION FACILITIEB 
Tennis Swimming Baseball Golf 
Courts Pools Diamonds Courses Other 
6 1 4 1 (9-hole) 3 city parks; 2 (3 
acre) open grassy 
areas; 3 (3 acre) 
children's 
playgrounds; 5 
basketball courts. 
4 1 3 1 (9-hole) Ski area at Blue 
Mountain adjacent to 
Monticello 
2 1 4 1 (9-hole) Indoor roller skating 
rink; 4 basketball 
courts; 3 parks 
Moab data are from J. Martin, 1983. Grand County Community 
Data Base, Prepared for Southeastern Utan Association of Local 
Governments and Southeastern Utah Economic Development 
District, Price, UT~ December. 
Monticello data are from C. Barber, 1982. Memorandum to 
N. Norman, Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24. 
Blanding data are from C. Black, 1982, Memorandum to N. Norman, 
Bechtel Group, Inc., November 26 and F.D. Nielson, 1984, memorandum to 
T.R. Mongan, Bechtel National, Inc., October 27. 
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In addition to the municipal facilities, a number of federal and 
state parks and recreation areas are located in and near the study area. 
Canyonlands National Park is located approximately 33 miles from Moab. 
Its nearly 340,000 acres of land offers camping, picnicking, and hiking 
facilities. 
Arches National Park is located about 3 miles from Moab. It offers 
camping, picnicking, and hiking on about 73,000 acres. 
Natural Bridges National Monument, 42 miles from Blanding, has 
camping and hiking on 7,600 acres of land. Hovenweep National Monument 
is 37 miles from Blanding and provides hiking and camping on about 500 
acres of land. Figure 4-1 shows the relative locations of the national 
parks and monuments. 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, 82 miles from Blanding, 
provides camping, hiking, and water sport activities. The recreation 
area has over one million acres of land. Rainbow Bridge National 
Monument is also located in the Glen Canyon Recreation Area. 
State parks in the area include Dead Horse Point, 32 miles from 
Moab; Newspaper Rock State Historical Monument, 12 miles west of the 
intersection of Highways 211 and 163; and Green River State Recreation 
Area, 51 miles from Moab. Dead Horse Point facilities include camping, 
hiking, and picnicking. A visitor center, museum, and overlook observa-
tion shelter are also located in the park. Camping and picnicking 
facilities are available at Newspaper Rock across from the Monument 
along Indian Creek. The 63-acre Green River Recreation Area has pic-
nicking facilities as well as boating, canoeing, rafting, and swimming 
facilities. Recreation a~eas in the study area are shown in Figure 4-1. 
Park visitor counts for 1978 through 1981 are given in Table 4-17. 
Table 4-18 sbows the number of campsites within the major regional 
camping areas. In addition to those listed in Table 4-18, the U.S. 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Navajo Tribal Park 
(Monument Valley) maintain campsites in the area. Additional private 
UTAH 
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Table 4-17 
PARK VISITOR COUNTS 
Newspaper 
Dead Horse Rock State Arches Canyonlands 
Year Point Historical Needles National National 
State Park Monument Overlook Park Park 
1978 96,055 68,593 N/A 326,948 86,307 
1979 116,854 51,412 N/A 269,840 75,133 
1980 115,764 66,441 N/A 290,519 56,965* 
1981 148,698 45,172 3,842 326,508 90,920 
1982 142,001 52,766 3,846 339,415 98,310 
1983 82,031 61,045 4,120 287,875 101,779 
N/A - Data not available 
*Number represents minimum visitation because of faulty traffic counter. 
Sources: 1978-1981 data for Dead Horse Point are from Utah Uivision of 
Parks and Recreation. Memorandum from Gordon Tenney to C. 
UaMassa, of Bechtel Group, Inc., November 24, 1982. 
1982 data for Dead Horse State Park and Newspaper Rock State 
Historical Monument are from Utah Division of Parks and 
Recreation, press release from M. Jensen, Supervisor. 
January 17, 1983. 1983 data are from a memorandum from 
M. Jensen to A. Greenburg, ONWI, August 13, 1984. 
1960-1981 Newspaper Rock data are from Utah Division of 
Parks and Recreation, memorandum from V. Bump to N. Norman, 
Bechtel Group, Inc., November 29, 1982. 
1978-81 Arches and Canyonlands National Parks data are from 
T. Wylie, Canyonlands National Park Resources Manager, letter 
of March 12, 1982 to Bechtel Group, Inc. and P. Parry, Super-
intendent, United States ·Department of Interior, National 
Park Services, letter of February 22, 1982 to Frederick 
L. Moleski, Battelle, Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation. 
1982-83 data are from a memorandum from T. Wylie to A. Greenburg, 
ONWI, August 19, 1984. 
Needles overlook data are from a memorandum from D.C. Minor 
to A. Greenburg, ONWI, August 13, 1984. 
Arches National Park 
Canyonlands 
Natural Bridges 
Dead Horse Point 
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Table 4-18 
MAJOR RECREATIONAL CAMPSITES 
Camp Sites 
With Water Without Water 
56 
26 
o 
21 
o 
68 
13 
o 
Source: National Park Service, 1981. Camping and Picnic Locations, 
Canyonlands and Vicinity, Moab, UTe 
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commercial camping facilities are located at Moab, Monticello, Blanding, 
Bluff, and Green River. 
4.9 SOCIAL SERVICES 
4.9.1 Facilities and Programs 
The Grand County Social Services Department operates an office in 
Moab. Two types of servlces are provided: family services, including 
aid to the elderly, foster care, and aid to battered spouses; and 
assistance payments, such as food stamps, and medical and financial aid. 
Other agencles ln Grand County also provide social serVlces to 
specialized groups. These include the Grand County Senior Citizens 
program, which provides socialization/recreation, nutrition, and county 
alternatives to institutionalization; Moab Handicapped, Inc., a private 
nonprofit agency that provides socialization and recreation services for 
the developmentally disabled- and mentally retarded; and the Grand County 
Indigent Program, which provides emergency aid to the needy County 
residents (Bureau of Economic and Business Research, undated). 
The San Juan County Social Services office has a staff of 45. 
Full-time offices are located in Monticello and Blanding; part-time 
staffing is provided in Bluff and Monetzuma Creek. Services include 
programs for mental health, alcohol and drugs, aging, nutrition, as well 
as assistance payments and family services (Grover, 1982). 
In addition to the Social Services office, as stated earlier, the 
Utah Development Council was created in 1968 to provide a serVlce 
delivery system that has greatly benefited the health, education, and 
economic potential of the Utah Navajo in San Juan County (San Juan 
Planning Council, undated). 
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4.9.2 Number of Service Recipients 
There were 596 people receiving financial aid 1n Grand County in 
June 1982, or a total of 293 cases; 240 cases were receiving food stamps 
only, and 53 cases were receiving medical, financial, and other 
assistance (Kuehne, 1984). 
The San Juan County Social Services Office provides financial, 
medical, and/or food stamp assistance to 823 cases per month. Mental 
health services are provided to between 170 and 190 cases per year. 
Children, youth, and family services (such as protective service 
intervention, adoptions, day care, foster care, nutrition service, 
financial-eMployment-educational counseling, and guidance services) are 
provided to 580 cases per month (Grover, 1982). 
4.10 UTILITIES 
Three electrical transmission lines 1n the study region run roughly 
parallel to U.S. Highway 163: a 345 kv, a 138 kv, and a 69 kv line. 
Moab is served by Utah Gas Service and Utah Power and Light, and 
Monticello by Utah Gas Service and EI Paso Natural Gas and Empire 
Electric Co. of Cortez, Colorado. Blanding has no gas service and 1S 
served by Utah Power and Light. 
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5 GOVERNMENT AND FISCAL STRUCTURE 
The additional serVice demands and costs associated with the rapid 
population increases that accompany large-scale developments often lead 
to significant increases in local tax revenues, but may also cause 
fiscal problems for local governments. The major problem for local 
fiscal structures lies in the fact that, although new serVice demands 
arise immediately during construction of the project, many of the 
revenues necessary to meet those costs may not be available until the 
operation of the project begins. Information in this section (including 
tax revenues, assessed valuation, revenue distribution, and bonding 
status) indicates the extent to which communities can financially meet 
initial project~related service demands, and can be used to identify and 
assess alternative funding strategies. 
5.1 GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE 
5.1.1 State Government 
Utah's Constitution provides for a bicameral legislature with a 
Senate and House of Representatives. There is one Senate representative 
for the counties of Carbon, Emery, Grand, and San Juan. Grand and San 
Juan Counties are in separate representative districts, each district 
having one representative. 
San Juan and Grand Counties are in the same judicial district, 
served by a district court. The district court meets in each county 
seat at least three times a year. 
The circuit court is a statewide court system of limited juris-
diction that replaced the former city court system in 1978. The circuit 
court handles cases involving all classes of misdemeanors, as well as 
civil cases where the sum claimed 1S less than $5,000. A court of 
record, its decisions are appealable to the district court on the record 
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of proceedings only. San Juan and Grand Counties make up the 12th 
circuit court district, with Moab the location of the primary 
courthouse. 
5.1.2 County Government 
Monticello is the county seat of San Juan County, and Moab is the 
county seat of Grand County. The elected officials of each county 
include three commissioners and a clerk, sheriff, attorney, treasurer, 
assessor, recorder, auditor, and surveyor. Continuity of the county 
government is provided in the staggered terms of office of the 
commlSSloners -- two are elected for four years and one for two years. 
The other officials are elected every four years in partisan elections. 
5.1.3 Planning Districts 
Multicounty planning districts were established ln Utah to provide 
uniform data collection and planning bases for state agencies. The 
members of each multicounty district voluntarily formed an association 
of governments to insure each entity within the boundaries of the 
district a voice in local planning. The association decides with which 
issues it will deal, what funds it needs and accepts for those purposes, 
and to what extent it will undertake direct operation of those programs 
allowed by federal law--namely certain programs in the areas of mental 
health, health and social services, and work force. 
Since 1971 the state has provided a small amount of funding (which 
the associations have combined with funds derived from their own local 
assessments) to match federal planning funds under a variety of 
programs. The state Multi-County Assistance program provides the funds 
with no requirements attached. The Southeastern Association of 
Governments, which includes the counties of San Juan, Grand, Emery, and 
Carbon, draws representation from the local jurisdictions within its 
area and sends representatives to the Governor's Advisory Council on 
Community Affairs. The boundaries of the seven statewide districts are 
shown in Figure 5-1 (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments and 
Economic Development District, 1980). 
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5.1.4 City Government 
The basic forms of local government in Utah are determined by a 
classification of the municipality based on population. According to 
their classifications, cities are assigned a commission or a mayor-
council form of government. Monticello, Blanding, and Moab each have a 
mayor and five councilpersons. All three cities also have a city 
manager. 
5.1.5 Special-Purpose Districts 
Special-purpose districts are created by city or county governments 
to meet the needs for specific public services not available from the 
existing units of government. They have the right to issue and sell 
bonds and the power to levy taxes. In San Juan County, special-purpose 
districts include the Monticello and Blanding cemetery districts and the 
San Juan Water District. The following special districts are in Grand 
County: 
• Moab Mosquito Abatement 
• Elgin Mosquito Abatement 
• Grand County Cemetery 
• Grand Valley Fire Protection 
• Grand Valley Water Conservancy 
• Spanish Valley Water & Sewer Improvement 
• Elgin Water & Sewer 
• Thompson Water 
• Grand County Special Service. 
Fire protection and water and sewer serVIces were discussed 1n 
Chapter 4. 
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5.2 FISCAL CONDITIONS 
The revenue and expenditure summar1es for 1980-1982 for Grand and 
San Juan Counties are shown in Table 5-1 and 5-2, and for 1981 and 1982 
for Moab, Blanding, and Monticello in Table 5-3. Most of the data were 
obtained from 1982 financial statements filed by jurisdictions with the 
State Auditor's Office. 
Grand County maintained net fiscal surpluses until 1982, when it 
experienced a fiscal deficit of almost $19,000. Similarly, Moab also 
experienced a fiscal deficit of almost $8,000 in -the same year. In 
contrast San Juan County has experienced an increasingly larger fiscal 
surplus as did Monticello and Blanding. By 1982, revenues exceeded 
expenditures by over $1 million in San Juan County, by about $45,000 1n 
Monticello, and by about $181,000 . in Blanding. More detailed informa-
tion on the sources of revenues and expenditures are provided below. 
5.2.1 Revenue Sources 
Local revenue is gathered primarily from taxes, user fees, 
intergovernmental transfer, and special assessments. The first three 
sources are discussed in this section. Special assessments, in the form 
of bonds, are discussed in Section 5.2.3. 
As shown on Table 5-1, Grand County revenues for the 3 years shown 
decreased almost 2 percent, with intergovernmental revenues and general 
property taxes declining most. In Grand County, intergovernmental 
revenues have been the largest revenue source during the three-year 
period. 
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Table 5-1 
SUMMARY GENERAL FUND REVENUE 
AND EXPENDITURES - GRAND COUNTY 
Grand Countl 
Revenues 1980 1981 
General Property .Taxes $546,231 $567,877 
Delinquent Prior Years Taxes 14,236 51,984 
General Sales and Use Taxes 219,745 256,621 
Penalties and Interest on Taxes 1,418 1,122 
Licenses and Permits 9,227 10,814 
Intergovernmental Revenue 1,114,987 685,839 
Charges for Services 123,506 192,768 
Fines and Forfeitures 58,435 108,930 
Miscellaneous 97 2624 192 2441 
Total $2,185,409 $2,068,396 
Ex~enditures 
General Government $407,171 $436,682 
Public Safety 313,914 378,498 
Public Health 43,844 43,638 
Highway and Public Improvements 518,288 592,302 
Parks and Recreation and Public 
Property 402,926 91,459 
Conservation & Economic Development 15,818 9,952 
Miscellaneous 109,483 2'),905 
Intergovernmental Expenditures 218 2 741 77 2 873 
Total $2,030,185 $1,656,309 
Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues 
over Expenditures $155,224 $412,087 
Source: Grand County, 1982. Report on Examination, Moab, UT, 
December 31. 
1982 
$418,260 
31,684 
252,976 
773 
7,610 
806,466 
177,457 
145,753 
303 2 782 
$2,144,761 
$467,415 
495,748 
121,232 
789,188 
40,514 
14,355 
23,lij7 
211 2847 
$2,163,486 
($18,725) 
Revenues 
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Table 5-2 
SUMMARY GENERAL FUND REVENUES 
AND EXPENDITURE - SAN JUAN COUNTY 
General Property Taxes 
Delinquent Prior Year's Taxes 
General Sales and Use Taxes 
Transient Room Tax and Tourist 
$1,676,706 
8,088 
133,911 
$.2,202,-695 } 
11,229 $2,531,851 
Sales Tax 
Penalties and Interest on Taxes 
Licenses and Permits 
Intergovernmental Revenues 
Charges for Services 
Fines and Forfeitures 
Miscellaneous 
Total Revenues 
Expenditures 
18,253 
6,487 
1,980,375 
288,396 
132,677 
608,378 
$4,853,271 
General Government $409,501 
Public Safety 387,059 
Public Health 251,490 
Streets and Public Lmprovements 2,182,403 
Parks and Recreation and Public 
Property 206,973 
Conservation & Economic Development 34,479 
Miscellaneous 585,104 
Total Expenditures' $4,057,009 
Excess of Revenues over (under) 
Expenditures $796,262 
122,974 
58,025 
5,609 
8,671 
1,608,342 
220,928 
130,296 
539,928 
$4,908,697 
$449,618 
429,262 
170,287 
1,681,654 
163,319 
38,825 
1,250,791 
$4,183,756 
$724,941 
6,115 
1,925,269 
224,079 
127,125 
728,193 
$5,542,632 
$1,332,113 
335,719 
350,143 
2,187,923 
184,114 
40,887 
$4,430,899 
$1,111,733 
Sources: (a) San Juan County, 1982. San Juan County Budget, Uecember 3U. 
(b) San Juan County, 1982. Auditor's Report on the Financial 
Statements for the Year Ended December 31, 1982, ' Together with 
Auditor's Opinion on Federal Revenue Sharing, June 30. 
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Table 5-3 
SUMMARY 
REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 
Study Area Cities 
Moab (a) Monticello(b) Blanding lc ) 
1981 19ij2 1981 19~2 1~~1 19~2 
REVENUES 
Taxes $670,595 $709,968 $197,110 $217,704 $226,659 $2~~,311 
Licenses & Permits 183,647 187,803 4,376 4,649 6,706 7,135 
Intergovernmental 457,846 232,976 67,401 23,29b 80,551 124,192 
Revenues 
Charges for Services 226,932 241,708 10,820 4b,162 45,195 
Pines and forfeitures 32,8ij5 32,436 35,881 48,981 12,018 13,104 
Miscellaneous 147 2252 175 2788 191,164 141ijO~ 50.206 79 2 526 
Total Revenues $1,719,157 $1,580,679 $506,752 $309,439 $422,302 $55~,463 
EXPENDITURES 
General Government $433,936 $268,133 $77,476 $89,632 $41,292 $4~,791 
Public Safety 360,072 471,234 86,221 105,376 107,365 123,407 
Highways & Public 420,607 460,042 98,679 54,560 48,193 5~,b1U 
Improvements 
Parks & Recreation 102,621 116,747 lU,350 14,~20 2,06b 5,124 
Debt Services 50,496 49,040 42,427 45,972 
Miscellaneous 193,801 223,167 88,171 ~4,431 
Total Expenditures $1,561,533 $1,58ij,363 $272,726 $264,388 $329,514 $377,335 
Excess of Revenues 
over (under) 
Expenditures $157,624 ($7,oij4) $234,02b $45,051 $92,7~8 $USi,129 
Sources: 
(a) City of Moab, 1982. Report on Examination. Moab, UT, June 30. 
(b) City of Monticello, 1982. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. Monticello, UT, June 30. 
(c) City of Blanding, 1982. Report on Exam1nat10n. Blanding, UT, June 30. 
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Total revenues in the City of Moab between 1981 and 1982 actually 
declined by 8 percent. The largest source of revenue continued to be 
property taxes in both years, followed by intergovernmental revenues. 
However, similar to trends in Grand County, intergovernmental revenues 
declined by almost 50 percent in Moab between 1981 and 1982. 
In San Juan County, total revenues increased by 14 percent between 
1980 and 1982. During the same time period, taxes increased by almost 
40 percent. As shown in Table 5-2, general property taxes were the 
largest source of revenue in San Juan County for _both years; inter-
governmental revenues were the second largest source of revenue in 1981, 
and charges for services were second in 1982. 
While total revenues in Monticello declined 39 percent between 1981 
and 1982, total revenue in Blanding increased by 32 percent during the 
same time period. The largest source of revenue for both cities was 
taxes in both years. Intergovernmental revenues declined by 65 percent 
in Monticello, but increased by 54 percent in Blanding. 
5.2.1.1 Taxes 
At the local level, taxes generating revenue include general sales 
and use taxes and property taxes. Trends in state and local tax 
collections for Utah are given from 1960 through 1980 in Table 5-4. 
Sales and Use Taxes. The Utah general sales tax rate is 4 percent of 
purchase price. In 1979 and 1980, this tax was the largest source of 
state and local tax revenue. A state use tax of 4 percent is levied on 
tangible personal property stored, used, or consumed in the state but 
purchased outside the state and therefore not subject to Utah's sales 
tax. In San Juan and Grand Counties, the local option sales and use tax 
of 0.75 percent of the purchase price is returned to the local unit 
imposing the tax. Local sales tax collections in Grand and San Juan 
Counties are shown in Table 5-1 and 5-2 for the years 1980 through 1982. 
The city of Moab also has a city tax of 0.25 percent. 
109 
Table 5-4 
TRENDS IN PRINCIPAL STATE AND LOCAL TAX COLLECTIONS IN UTAH 
Income Taxes Motor Vehicle 
Fiscal Property Sales Fuel Registration 
Year Tax Tax(a) Individual Corporate Tax·~b ) Tax(C) 
AMOUNT ($ ~n thousands) 
1959-60 83,297 31,771 16,234 5,992 20,377 6,515 
1969-70 144,473 102,349 61,335 11,839 30,046 9,266 
1979-80 341,391 401,012 265,32~ 40,377 70,921 16,598 
AMOUNT PER CAPITA 
1959-60 95.74 36.52 18.66 6.89 23.42 7.49 
1969-70 137.99 97.75 58.58 11.31 34.43 ~.85 
1979-80 241.78 284.00 187.91 28.60 50.23 11.75 
TAXES PER $1,000 PERSONAL INCOME 
1959-60 50.64 19.31 9.87 3.64 12.39 3.96 
1969-70 47.14 33.39 20.01 3.86 11.76 3.02 
1979-80 34.70 40.76 26.97 4.10 7.21 1.69 
(a) Includes local tax collections 
(b) Includes special (diesel) fuel taxes but excludes taxes on aircraft fuel. 
(c) Includes temporary permit fees, special transportation permits, vehicle 
control fees, and special driver education tax. 
Source: Utah Foundation, 1981. From reports of the State Finance Department, 
State Tax Commission, and the State Department of Employment 
Security, Statistical Review of Government in Utah, Salt Lake City, 
UTe 
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Property Taxes. Property taxes levied by all taxing units 1n Grand 
County have been steadily increasing since 1950. In San Juan County, 
though, there was a sharp rise from 1950 to 1960 in assessed valuation 
and taxes levied with an equally sharp decline in 1970 (see Table 5-5). 
By 1980, although assessed valuation did not equal that of 1960, taxes 
levied had passed the 1960 level. By 1982, assessed v~luation nearly 
doubled those in 1980 and taxes levied increased almost 50 percent over 
1980 levels. Property tax data for Grand and San Juan Counties are 
given in Tables 5-6 and 5-7. 
The Grand County assessment level* for improved residential and 
commercial property was 9.7 percent in 1980 (Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research, 1981a). The San Juan County 1980 assessment level 
for improved residential property was 9.45 percent and for improved 
commercial property, 9.32. percent (Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, 1981b). 
Between 1978 and 1982, assessed valuation continued to increase for 
most governmerital units in Grand and San Juan Counties. Mill** levies 
fluctuated somewhat in San Juan County over the years. In Grand County, 
mill levies remained fairly steady, except for the Grand County School 
District levy, which decreased from 41.50 in 1978 to 34.52 in 1982. 
The 1980 mill levy and ~rends 1n mill levies for the cities of 
Monticello, Blanding, and Moab are given in Table 5-8. Mill levies have 
increased since 1960 in all study area cities. 
* Assessment level - expressed as a percentage of current market 
value. The tax 1S levied on that assessed valuation. 
** Mill-dollars of tax per $1,000 assessed valuation. 
1950a 
Assessed Taxes 
Valuation Levied· 
Table 5-5 
COMPARISON OF GRANU AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES PKOPEKTY TAX DATA 
1950 - 19~2 
1960a 1970a 
Assessed Taxes Assessed Taxes Assessed 
Valuation Levied· Valuation Levied· Valuation 
1980b 
Taxes 
Levied· 
Grand County $4,907,000 $179,584 $ 12,661,000 $ 786,277 $22,226,000 $1 ,45b, 311 $ 41,124,On b S2,795,379b 
San Juan County $2,644,000 $123,093 $132,484,000 $4,317,215 $47,426,UOO $2,556,999 $113,283,000 $6,402,863 
• Includes property taxes levied by all taxing jurisdictions within the county. Also includes special livestock taxes. 
Sources: a. Utah Foundation, 1981. Statistical Review of Government in Utah, Salt Lake City, UTe 
b. Grand County, 19~0. Reeort on Kxamination z December 31, Moab. UTe 
c. Grand County, 19~2. December 31, Moab, UT. 
19~2 
Assessed Taxes 
Valuation Levied· 
$ 62,932,4~3c $ 2,970,832 
$214,082,407 $11,908,909 
Keeort on Kxamination, 
d. San Juan County, 1982. Auditors' Ke~ort on the Financial Statements in the Year Ended December 31 z 19~2 Tosether with Auditors' Uel.nion on 
Federal Revenue Sharini! June 30 • 
• 
d 
r'-' 
....... 
r-a 
Jurisdiction 
Countl Funds 
General 
Library 
Moab Mosquito Abateaent 
Elgin Mosquito Abatement 
S2ecial Taxes 
Agriculture and Wildlife 
Damage and Prevention' Act 
School District 
Grand County 
Cities & Towns 
Moab City 
Green River' City 
Other Districts 
Grand County Cemetary 
Grand Valley Fire Protection 
Grand County Water Conservancy 
SpaniSh Valley Water & Sewer 
Grand County Special Service 
Water 
Castle Valley Fire I)istrict 
"_" Data not available 
Source: a) Grand County, 1980. 
b) Grand County, 1982. 
197H(a) 
Levy 
Assessed In 
Table 5-6 
GItANI) ruUNTY 
P~OPE~TY TAX BY LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT 
0978-1982) 
1979(a) 
Net Levy Net 
Taxes Assessed In Taxes Assessed 
Valuation Mills Collected Valuation Hills Collected Valuation 
$31,759,036 13.00 $391,964 $36,450,934 13.00 $451,3)0 $41,124,071 
31,759,036 0.75 22,614 36,450,934 1.15 39,927 41,124,071 
18,174,717 0.40 6,874 20,62H,269 1.30 25,492 22,062,259 
31,759,036 41.50 1,251,269 36,450,934 37.4b l,300,5H2 41,124,071 
9,379,464 21.50 189,979 lO,379,348 21.50 209,H69 ll,139,2b6 
290,975 26.00 1,335 30H,678 2b.00 1,529 279,282 
31,759,036 1.00 30,151 36,450,934 1.00 34,719 41,124,071 
18,174,717 4.00 6H,738 20,62H,269 4.00 7H,719 22,062,259 
31,759,036 2.00 60,302 36,450,934 2.00 69.439 41.124,071 
3,422,454 4.00 12,162 4,357,087 4.00 15,H52 4,983,H65 
124,071 
Re~rt on Examination, Moab, UTe , December 31. 
Re20rt on Examination, Moab, UTe , December 31. 
19HO(a) 19H2(b) 
Levy Net Levy Net 
In Taxes Assessed In 'faxes 
Hills Collected Valuation Hills (;011ected 
14.~ . :.$544, 716 $62,9l2,4H3 7.20 $417, YJ4 
1.03 39,400 62,932,483 0.91 52,755 
1.19 24,092 2H,l~O,191 0.30 7,H79 
l,5Hb,179 0.6H H14 
4,926 10,590 
I--' 
I--' 
I'V 
39.H7 1,525,133 62,932,4H3 34.52 2,001,124 
21.50 21b,580 15,023,036 10.00 IJ9,45H 
26.00 5,275 l,135,57b 21.00 15,523 
1.00 38,253 62,932,4H3 1.00 57.97J 
3.7J 7S,518 2H,190,191 3.H5 101,114 
2.00 7b,505 b2,932,4H3 1.39 H7,47b 
4.00 17,302 7,047,19H 2.77 17,313 
0.59 22,574 62,757,515 1.14 b),d99 
699,623 4.06 2,171 
Assessed 
Jurisdiction Valuation 
San Juan Count~ $101,545,703 
S~ecial Districts 
Monticello Cemetary * 
Blanding Cemetary * 
San Juan Water District 101,545,703 
S~ecial Livestock Tax 
School District 
San Juan County School * 
Di,strict 
Cities 
Blanding 2,992,069 
Monticello 2,375,846 
Other Districts 
Total 
*lnformation not obtained. 
Table 5-7 
SAN JUAN CUUNTY 
PRUPEN.TY TAX UATA BY LOCAL UNITS UF GUVt:RNMENT 
(1978-1982) 
1978(a) 1979(a) 
Levy Net Levy Net 
In Taxes Assessed In Taxes Assessed 
Mills Collected Valuation Mills Collected Valuation 
16.0 $1,624,731 $102,524,777 17.89 $1 ,834,168 $113,282,744 
* * * * * 5,944,819 
* * * * * 5,832,722 
2.00 2U3,091 102,524,777 1.97 201,974 113,282,744 
* * * * * 113,282,744 
22.0 65,826 3,368,700 22.00 74,111 3,494,276 
18.0 42,765 2,562,547 17.17 43,999 2,695,957 
1980(b) 1~tS2(c) 
Levy Net Levy Net 
In Taxes Assessed In Taxes 
Mills Collected Valuation Mills Collected 
17.47 $1,979,050 $214,082 ,407 16.32 $3,44i, 206 
2.00 11,890 7,438,965 2.00 14,191 
1.48 8,632 4,888,764 1.30 17,024 
1.84 208,440 214,028,407 2.UU 42 1,96~ 
1,735 2,773 
35.81 4,056,655 2l4,U82,407 36.30 7,658,734 
25.25 88,230 4,888,764 l5.U8 99,U71 
17.89 48,231 4,332,709 10.03 64,bl 9 
5.30 453, un 
Sources: a. Southeastern Utah Association of Governments and Economic Development District, 1980. Southeastern Utah N.egional Re~ort and Investment 
Strategy, Four Corners Regional Commission, Price, UT. 
b. Utah Foundation, 1981. Statistical Review of Government in Utah, Salt Lake City, UT. 
c. San Juan County, 1982. Auditors' Report on the Financial Statements For the Year Ended December 31, 1982 Together With Auditors Upinion on 
Federal Revenue Sharing, June 30. 
H 
J-I 
W 
Table 5-8 
TOTAL PROPERTY TAX MILL LEVIES FOR STUDY AREA CITIeS 
(Uo11ars per $1,000 assessed valuation) 
Lev~ Total 1980 Pro~ert~ Tax Mill Levx: 
City School County Special 
City 1960 1910 1915 1919 Total Purposes Purposes Purposes Districts 
Moal>(a) 81.40 19.60 1ij.03 81.41 85.15 21.50 39.81 15.21 ~.51 
Blanding 50.22 10.30 11.00 19.86 81.85 25.25 35.81 11.41 3.32 
Monticello 51.22 11.80 13.50 15.03 15.01 17.89 35.81 17.47 3.84 
Green River(a) 13.25 91 .. 50 1H.59 80.75 82.60 21.00 39.90 15.10 
(a) More than one levy is applied within the corporate boundaries of the city. Because of the overlapping boundaries 
of the various special districts, more than one overall levy appl~es within th~ city. Levy shown is that which is 
imposed in the main part ot the city. 
Source: Utah Foundation, 1981. Statistical Review of Government ~n Utah, Salt Lake City, UTe 
~ 
~ 
+:--
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5.2.1.2 User Fees 
User fees are collected by the cities for serV1ces such as sewer, 
water, electricity, and waste collection. User fees collected in 1980 
are given in Table 5-9 for Moab, Blanding, and Monticello. More recent 
data were not available. 
Moab has the responsibility for collection and treatment of its 
wastewater. Under the city councilman in charge of water and sewer 1S a 
public works superintendent who oversees both water and wastewater. The 
city collects and levies service fees for wastewater collection and 
establishes use ordinances. Moab treats sewage from the Spanish Valley 
Water and Sewer Improvement District in accordance with a contract 
between the city and the district {Nielsen, Maxwell & Wangsgard, 1979}. 
Water income per average connection in fiscal years 1979 through 1980 
was $146.94, or $12.25 per month. Sewer income per average connection 
was $67.08, or $5.59 per month {City of Moab, 1980}. 
In Monticello, all utilities systems, except the electric utility, 
are under exclusive control of the city. The electric utility was sold 
to Empire Electric Association in June 1980. In 1980, the monthly 
m1n1mum sewer rate was $4.75 {Utah Industrial Development Information 
System, 1980}. In the 1981-82 budget, the residential rate was raised 
to $10.00; commercial, $18.00; and industrial, $134.00 {depending on 
usage}. The water rate {affected by the sewer rate schedule} was a 
monthly minimum of $8.00 for residential connection {10,000 gal} and 
$10.00 for industrial connection {10,000 gal} {Utah Industrial 
Development Information System, 1980}. In the 1981-82 budget, the 
residential fee was raised to $10.00 for the first 10,000 gallons, with 
commercial and industrial rates increased proportionately. The 
residential garbage rate is $6.00 per month, with commercial and 
industrial rates increased proportionately {City of Montbcello, 1982}. 
City 
Moab(a) 
Blanding(b) 
Monticello(c) 
Table 5-9 
USER FEE COLLECTIONS FOR MOAB, BLANUING, AND MONTICELLO 
(Fiscal Year 1980) 
Refuse Collection 
Fees 
$157,000 
34,000 
42,000 
Water Sales 
and Fees 
$237,000* 
125,000 
94,000 
(No. of 
Users) 
(1,557) 
( 994) 
Sewer Service 
and Fees 
$103,000 
39,000 
45,000 
(No. of 
Users) 
(1,557) 
( 898) 
Note: Figures ' rounded to nearest thousand. 
Electric Sales 
and Fees 
740,000 
41H,OOO*** 
(No. of 
Users) 
(1,175) 
* Includes $11,000 for water/sewer connections. Spanish Valley Water and Sewer Improvement Uistrict collections 
are included in these statements of revenues. 
** Electric sales totaled $731,000, divided as follows: residential sales-$3~5,OOOj commercial sales-$327,000j 
s~reet lighting-$19,000 
***The city sold the electric util~ty ~n June 1980. 
Sources: (a) City of Moab, 1980. Report on Examination, Moab, UT, June 30. 
(b) City of Blanding, 1980. City of Blanding Report, Blanding, UT, June 30. 
(c) City of Monticello, 1980. Certification of Budget, Monticello, UT, June 30. 
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Of the three cities discussed here, Blanding is the only one to 
still own the electric utility. In 1981, the water use charge was 
raised to a $10.00 minimum per month on the first 5,000 gallons from a 
previous $5.00 charge. 
City water and sewer fees are given 1n Table 5-10. 
5.2.1.3 Intergovernmental Revenues 
Intergovernmental transfer programs which provide substantial 
revenues to local jurisdictions include state educational transfers, 
redistribution of state-collected sales and income (personal and 
corporate) taxes, redistribution of state-levied motor and special fuel 
and alcohol* taxes, and the federal revenue-sharing program. Summaries 
of intergovernmental revenues of San Juan and Grand Counties are given 
in Tables 5-11 and 5-12. 
Both San Juan and Grand Counties have received federal payments in 
lieu of taxes. Local governments in Utah receive these payments from 
the federal government in lieu of taxes on federally owned, tax-emempt 
lands within their boundaries. In Grand County, 79 percent of the land 
is federally owned. In San Juan County, 78 percent 1S federally owned 
(Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1980). The money helps to 
compensate local governments for fire and police protection and other 
services they provide to federal land not subject to state or local 
taxes. No accountability or explanation of the use of the funds is 
required. 
A large share of local education revenue is received through state 
and federal funds. The state maximum contribution to school budgets is 
75 percent of cost. The formulas for determining the amount of state 
* Money appropriated from liquor control profits taxes returned to 
cities and counties for various purposes. 
Table 5-10 
CITY wATER AND SEWER FEES 
Monticello(b) Blanding(C) Moab(a) 
Industrial Residential Industrial Residential Industrial Kesidential 
Green River ( d) 
Industrial Residential 
Monthly 
Minimum 
(number of 
gallons) 
Cost per 1,000 
gallons over 
minimum 
Monthly minimum 
Hook-up Fee 
$5.00* $4.00 
(3,000) (2,000) 
$0.84 $0.31 
$ 4.20 
$300.00 
WATER CHARGES 
$10.00 $8.00 $5.00 
(10,000) (10,000) (5,000) 
$0.35 $0.35 $0.40 
SEWEit CH.A.RGES 
$ 4.75 
$350.00 
* Outside city limit - $10.00 for industrial and $8.00 for residential. 
$5.00 
t5,000) 
$0.40 
$ 3.00 
$45U.00 
$6.50 
(5,000) 
$0.72 
$ 5.65 
$400.00 
$6.50 
(5,000) 
$0.72 
Sources: (-a) Bureau of Economic and Business Resarch, 1980a. Utah Community Economic Facts: Moab, prepared for Utah 
Industrial Oevelopment Information Systems, Salt Lake City, UTe 
(b) Bureau of Economic and Business Reasearch, 1980b. Utah Community Economic Facts: Monticello, prepared 
for Utah Industrial Development Inforloation System, Salt Lake City, UTe 
(C) Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1980c. Utah Community Economic Facts: blanding, prepared for 
Utah Industrial Development Information System, Salt Lake City, UTe 
(d) Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1980d. Utah Community Economic Facts: Green River, prepared 
for Utah Industrial Oevelopment Information System, Salt Lake City, UTe 
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Table 5-ll 
SAN JUAN COUNTY INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 
(19ijO-1982) 
1980(a) 1981(b) 
San Juan Count~ 
Federal grants $18,545 
Federal payments in lieu 
of taxes* $390,000 384,522 
State grants 25,000 13ij,096 
State shared revenue: 260,000 
Class "8" road fund 350,000 57ij,631 
Collector road fund 270,000 183,5ij5 
State liquor fund ll,OOO 9,554 
Emergency housing ij,OOO 
Shared revenues from 
other units 86,35~ 
Blanding(b) 
Federal grants 19,603 (d 
Federal revenue sharing 
State shared revenue: 
Class "c" road fund 14,959 
Collector road fund 6,847 
State liquor fund 
Other government grants ll,500 
State grants 
Grants from local units 
Monticello(e) 
Federal grants 4,474 
Federal shared revenue 9,412 10,199 
State grants 17,802 43,448 
Utility funds: 
Water utility fund 
Federal grants 6,681 
Other agency grants 18,000 
EPA sewer grant 9,900 
Stated shared revenue: 
Class "c" road fund 
allotment 9,961 11 ,052 
State liquor fund 
allotment 2,954 2,702 
1982lb ) 
$225,255 
346,~47 
154,823 
767,814 
l79,7ij3 
4,932 
245,IH5 
3,013 
2U,671 
29,9~6 
2,134 
3,951 
6,364 
61,014 
9,815 
8,861 
1,320 
* No formula for determining amount of federal payments in lieu of taxes. 
Negotiated on a case-by-case basis. 
Sources: a. San Juan ~ounty, 1980. San Juan County Budget, December 31. 
b. San Juan County, 1982. Auditor's Report on the Financial 
Statements for the Year Ended December 31, 1982 together ~ith 
Auditor's opinion on Federal Revenue Sharing. 
Blanding, UT., June 30. 
c. City of Blanding, 1980. City of Blanding Report, 
Blanding, UT., June 30. 
d. City of Blanding, 1983. Certification of Budget, 
Blanding, UT., June 30. 
e. City of Monticello, 1980. Certification of Budget, 
Monticello, UT., June 30. 
(d) 
Jurisdiction/Revenue Source 
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Table 5-12 
GRANU COUNTY INTERGOVERNMENTAL HEVENU~ , 
1980 - 1~82 
1980 19d1 
Grand County $l,114,987a ) $685,839 b ) 
Federal grants and shared revenue 
State grants and state shared revenue 
Grants from other units 
709,466 
501,;21 
4,000 
Grand Valley Fire Protection Uistrictb $35,000 
Grand County r e venue sharing 
Moabd 
~eral grants: 
Federal revenue sharing 
State grants: 
Court administrator 
State shared revenue 
35,000 
42d,745c) 
339,596 
2,395 
2,395 
58,652 
Grants from other units (revenue and outlay): 28,102 
" ___ It data not obtained 
Sources: a. Grand County, 1980. 
b. Grand County, 1982. 
c. City of Moab, 1980. 
d. City of Moab, 1983. 
e. City of Moab, 1982. 
Report on Examination, Moab, UT., Oecember 31. 
Report on Examination, Moab, UT., December 31. 
Report on Examination, Moab, UT., June 30. 
Certification of Budget, Moab, UT., June 30. 
Keport on Examination, Moab, UT., June 30. 
J~0,423 
29:l,416 
3,000 
191,805d ) 
105,538 
7,917 
7,917 
69,362 
8,988 
19H2 
$80b,4bb b) 
413,734 
389,732 
3,000 
183,976e ) 
12b,48H 
9,36b 
9,366 
48,122 
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support to each district are based on the number of students and other 
factors such as region of the state, age of students, and special 
handicaps. 
For San Juan County School District, with total revenues of over 
$10,510,000 (fiscal year ending June 30, 1980), $2,558,000 came from the 
state and over $3,173,000 came from the federal government. Income from 
property taxes generated the largest amount of school district revenue. 
Table 5-13 gives a more complete breakdown of major revenue sources for 
the district. 
For Grand County School District, with total revenues of over 
$3,330,000, $1,523,000 was from state funds and $304,000 from federal 
funds. Local property tax revenue generated 41 percent of the 
district's income in 1980. Table 5-14 shows major revenue sources for 
the district. 
Individual state income taxes are allocated to the State Uniform 
School Fund. Moneys are then distributed to local school districts 
under the Minimum School Program. The income tax rate is a mlnlmum of 
2.75 percent on the first $1,500 of income to a maXlmum of 7.75 percent 
on income over $7,500 (rates for married couples filing joint return). 
Corporation franchise taxes (at a rate of 4 percent of net taxable 
income) are also allocated to the Uniform School Fund and distributed to 
local school districts. Also, a school lunch (liquor excise) tax of 8 
percent of purchase price is used for school lunches. 
Motor fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees* are collected for 
the state transportation fund for highway construction and maintenance. 
* Cities and counties get first $2,000,000 after administrative expense. 
Of the balance, 0.75 percent goes to cities and counties; the rest 
goes to the state transportation fund. 
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Table 5-13 
SAN JUAN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MAJOR REVENUE SOURCES 
(fiscal years ending June 30, 1979 and 1980) 
Revenue Sources 
Total Revenue 
Local Sources 
Property taxes 
Interest on investments 
School lunch sales 
Sale of house 
Other 
State Sources 
Uniform school fund 
State school lunch fund 
Vocational education 
Federal Sources 
PL 874 (federally 
impacted areas) 
ESEA Title 1 (Elementary 
Secondary Education Act) 
ESEA Title VII 
Federal school lunch 
Indian education act - Title IV 
Johnson O'Malley fund 
Other 
1979 
$9,743,403 
$4,862,523 
4,114,541 
564,711 
92,659 
90,612 
$1,411,370 
1,307,644 
33,841 
69,885 
$3,469,510 
1,130,876 
456,874 
112,678 
208,160 
148,959 
52,716 
1,359,247 
19~0 
$10,510,564 
$4,.779,718 
3,674,800 
783,426 
109,950 
116,501 
95,041 
$2,557,607 
2,411,156 
38,624 
107,827 
$3,173,239 
1,324,040 
445,616 
268,503 
87,972 
131,093 
916,015 
Source: San Juan County School District, 1980. San Juan County School 
District Audit Report, Salt Lake City, UT, June 30. 
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Table 5-14 
GRAND COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MAJOR REVENUE SOURCES 
(years ending June 30, 1979 and 1980) 
Revet:lue Sources 
Total Revenue 
Local 
Property tax 
Other 
State 
Basic programs 
Special purpose programs 
Social security and retirement 
Other 
Federal 
ESEA Title 1 (Elementary 
Secondary Education Act) 
PL 874 (federally impacted areas) 
Other 
Other School Districts 
Non-Revenue (equipment sale 
and insurance recovery) 
1979(a) 
$3,067,768 
$1,383,979 
1,281,519 
102,460 
$1,406,125 
919,076 
141,737 
326,440 
18,872 
$ 269,159 
58,644 
89,264 
121,251 
$ ~,039 
$ 466 
Sources: (a) Grand County School District. 1979. 
Examination, Moab, UT t June 30. 
(b) Grand County School District, 1980. 
Examination, Moab, UTt June 30. 
Re~ort 
Re~ort 
$3,331,415 
$1,491,383 
1,343,123 
148,260 
$1,522,740 
950.999 
1~4,312 
355,316 
22,113 
$ 304,157 
63,501 
193,621 
47,035 
$ 6,832 
$ b,303 
on 
on 
Function 
Education 
Highways 
Public Welfare 
Health & Hospitals 
p,olice Protection 
Fire Protection 
Sewerage 
Other Sanitation 
General Control 
Interest on Debt 
All Other 
TOTALS 
Table 5-15 
GENERAL EXPENDITURES OF STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS IN UTAH 
(Fiscal Years 1960, 1970, and 1979) 
General Expenditures* Percent 
(in millions) 
1960 1970 1979 1960 
$131.6 340.0 935.3 47.9% 
52.1 118.8 192.1 19.0 
18.8 51.2 1~0.5 6.8 
11.1 31.6 135.0 4.0 
6.5 14.5 62.9 2.4 
3.0 6.0 24.4 1.1 
3.5 5.5 26.1 1.3 
1.6 3.5 14.0 0.6 
9.5 20.H 81.2 3.5 
3.3 11.1 44.8 1.2 
33.~ 70.4 251.4 12.3 
$274.8 $673.3 $1,947.7 100.0% 
of Expenditures 
1970 1979 
50.5% 4~.0% 
17.6 9.9 
7.6 9.3 
4.7 b.9 
2.2 3.2 
0.9 1.3 
O.H 1.3 
0.5 0.7 
3.1 4.2 
1.6 2.3 
10.5 12.9 
100.0% 100.04 
* 
Excludes expenditures for state unemployment compensation benefits and utility and trust fund 
expenditures. 
Sources: Utah Foundation, 1981. Statistical Review of Government ~n Utah, Salt Lake City, UTe 
..... 
N 
~ 
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Portions of these revenues are allocated to local units. Tables 5-11 
and 5-12 show the amounts of intergovernmental revenue given to the 
county and city road funds. 
The motor and special fuel taxes are 11 cents per gallon of fuel. 
Of this, 15 percent is allocated to the "Bft and ftC" road funds and 10 
percent to the Collector Road Fund*; these funds are then distributed to 
localities (Utah Department of Transportation, 1982). The formula for 
determining the distribution is based on population (45 percent), miles 
of road (45 percent), and land area (10 percent). 
Twenty-five percent of the vehicle registration fees is returned to 
cities and counties, 15 percent to the "B" and "c" road funds, and 10 
percent to "collector" road funds. Distribution is based on population 
(45 percent), need to bring to standard (45 percent), and land area 
(10 percent) (State Budget Office, undated). 
5.2.2 Government Expenditures 
In 1980, Utah state expenditures were over $1.4 billion (Utah 
Foundation, 1981). Education (higher and public**) has taken the 
largest share of the budget for more than the last ten years due to the 
high numbers of school-age children in the state. Expenditures of state 
and local governments in Utah are shown in Table 5-15. The table also 
shows the trend in spending for the state from 1960 through 1979. 
Public welfare and health expenditures have been steadily increasing. 
Highway expenditures as a percent of total expenditures for the Utah 
state government have decreased from 19 percent in 1960 to 10 percent in 
1979. Rising costs of motor fuel resulting in reduction of fuel 
purchased and taxes collected and the high price of asphalt (necessary 
for road repair) have resulted in less money for the transportation 
fund. 
* Class "B" roads are county, Class "c" are city, and "collector" roads 
are roads which connect the local street system to a major highway. 
** Not including expenditures from local revenue sources. 
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5.2.2.1 Grand County 
The highest expenditure in the Grand County budget has generally 
been for highway and public improvements, with general government 
expenditures, intergovernmental expenditures, and public safety 
(including sheriff and fire control) also receiving large portions of 
the budget. Total county operating budget was $2,163,486 in 1982. 
Grand County expenditures were shown in Table 5-1. 
For the city of Moab, public safety and highways and public 
improvements generally were the largest expenditures in 1981 and 1982. 
Total expenditures in 1982 were $1,588,363 (see Table 5-3). 
5.2.2.2 San Juan County 
In the San Juan County budget, as in Grand County's, streets and 
highways are the largest expenditure. The total county 1982 operating 
budget was $4,430,899. Law enforcement, public health (hospital) and 
social services, and general government also receive large portions of 
the budget. San Juan County expenditures are shown in Table 5-2. 
For the cities of Monticello and Blanding in 1982, public safety 
was the largest single item. Total operating expenditures were $264,388 
for Monticello and $377,335 for Blanding, not including administrative 
expenses. (See Table 5-3.) . 
5.2.3 Long-Term Financing Arrangements 
Bonds are used for financing in Grand and San Juan Counties. 
Revenue bonds are sponsored by the state for municipalities for projects 
that generate fees. There is no limit on the number of revenue bonds 
that c~n be issued. General obligation bonds are limited based on 
assessed valuation. The bonding capacities of the counties, cities, and 
special districts are given in Table 5-16 for the years 1978 through 
1980. Capacities have all increased each year. As of December 1982, 
Grand County had $289,000 revenue bonds outstanding and $460,000 in 
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Table 5-16 
BONDING CAPACITY* FOR STUDY AREA COUNTIES, CITIES, AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
Jurisdiction 1978 1979 19~0 
Grand County $ 3,025,739 $ 3,471,495 $ 3,898,211 
Moab 5,113,925 5,68~,312 5,827,835 
Grand County Cemetery District 18,154,432 19,02~,969 23,389,265 
Grand County School District 18,154,432 20,828,969 23,389,265 
Grand County 
Special Service Water District 16,831,432 19,630,824 21,923,485 
Grand County Water District 18,154,432 20,828,969 23,389,265 
Moab Mosquito District 10,155,848 11,5bO,919 12,808,373 
Moab Valley Fire District 10,155,848 11,560,916 12,808,373 
San Juan County 10,154,570 10,252,477 11,03~,713 
Monticello 1,425,508 1,425,508 1,68b,237 
Blanding 1,795,241 2,021,220 2,335,567 
Blanding Cemetery District 2,710,717 3,200,034 3,662,097 
Monticello Cemetery District 3,363,585 3,444,156 3,602,095 
San Juan County School District TBD TBU TBD 
San Juan Water District 60,927,422 61,514,866 66,232,277 
Spanish Valley Water & 
Sewer Improvement District 1,831,756 2,353,083 2,586,556 
*Bonding capacity is the total capacity of the entity without deductions 
for outstanding issues. There is no limit on revenue bonds except that 
they be retired with revenues generated from the utility. 
TBD - to be determined. 
Source: Southeastern Utah Association of Governments and Economic 
Development District, 1980. Southeastern Utah Regional Report 
and Investment Strategy, Four Corners Regional Commission, 
Price, UTe 
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general obligation bonds outstanding, and San Juan County had no bonded 
debt (Southeastern Utah Association of Government, 1983). Monticello, 
Blanding, and Moab all have general obligation and revenue bonds. 
Bonded debts within the two counties are listed in Table 5-17. 
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Economic Facts: Green River, prepared for Utah Industrial Development 
Information System, Salt Lake City, UTe 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1981a. Moab Labor Market 
Area, prepared for Department of Community and Economic Development, 
State of Utah, Salt Lake City, UTe 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1981b. Blanding/Monticello 
Labor Market Area, prepared for Department of Community and Economic 
Development, State of Utah, Salt Lake City, UTe 
City of Blanding, 1980. City of Blanding Report, Blanding, UT, June 30. 
City of Blanding, 1982. Report on Examination, Blanding, UT, June 30. 
City of Blanding, 1983. Certification of Budget, Blanding, UT, June 30. 
City of Moab, 1980. Report on Examination, Moab, UT, June 30. 
City of Moab, 1982. Report on Examination. Moab, UT, June 30. 
City of Moab, 1983. Certification of Budget, Moab, UT, June 30. 
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Table 5-17 
BONDED DEBTS IN GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES 
(FY 19dO) 
Jurisdiction 
Within Grand County 
Grand County Special Service 
Water Uistrict(a) 
General Obligation 
Bonds 
none 
Grand County Water Conservancy Uistrict(a) 
(loan from Utah Division of Water Resources) 
none 
Spanish Valley Water and 
Sewer Improvement District(a) 
Moab City(b) 
Grand County School District(c) 
Within San Juan County 
Blanding City (water, sewer, electric)(d) 
Monticello City (water)(e) 
San Juan County School District(f) 
(school building) 
$70,000 
518,000 
25U,OOU 
295,000 
75,000 
5,065,000 
Revenue 
Bonds 
352,000 
324,000 
none 
18U,000 
711,000 
none 
Sources: (a) Southeastern Utah Association of Governments and Economic 
Development District, 1980. Southeastern Utah Regional 
Report and Investment Strategy, Four Corners Regional 
Commission, Price, UTe 
(b) City of Moab, 1980. Report on Examination, Moab, UT, June 
30. 
(c) Grand County School District, 1980. Report on Examination, 
Salt Lake City, UT, June 30. 
(d) City of Blanding, 1980. City of Blanding Report, Blanding, 
UT ,June 30. 
(e) City of Monticello, 1980. Certification of Budget, 
Monticello, UT, June 30. 
(f) San Juan County School District, 1980. San Juan County 
School District Audit Report, Monticello, UT, June 30. 
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City of Monticello, 1980. Certification of Budget, Monticello, UT, 
June 30. 
City of Monticello, 1982. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, 
Monticello, UT, June 30. 
Grand County, 1980. Report on Examination, Moab, UT, December 31. 
Grand County, 1982. Report on Examination, Moab~ UT, Deember 31. 
Grand County School District, 1979. Report on Examination, Moab, UT, 
June 30. 
Grand County School District, 1980. Report on Examination, Moab, UTe 
June 30. 
Nielsen, Maxwell and Wangsgard, 1979. 201 Faci~ity Plan for Moab City 
and Spanish Valley, Salt Lake City, UTe 
San Juan County, 1980. San Juan County Budget, December 31. 
San Juan County, 1982. Auditors' Report on the Financial Statements for 
the Year Ended December 31, 1982 Together with Auditors Opinion on 
Federal Revenue Sharing, June 30. 
San Juan County School Dist~ict, 1980. San Juan County School District 
Audit Report, Monticello, UT, June 30. 
Southeastern 'Utah Association of Governments and Economic Development 
District, 1980. Southeastern Utah Regional Report and Investment 
Strategy, Four Corners Regional Commission, Price, UTe 
Southeastern Utah Association Local Governments, 1983. Growth 
Management and Investment Strategy, Price, UTe 
State Budget Office, undated. Review of Local Programs that Receive 
State Funding, draft, Salt Lake City, UTe 
Utah Department of Transportation, 1982. Annual Statistical Summary. 
Salt Lake City, UT, November. 
Utah Foundation, 1981. Statistical Review of Government in Utah, Salt 
Lake City, UTe 
Utah Industrial Information System, 1980. Utah! Community Economic 
Facts:" Monticello, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, College of 
Business, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, UTe 
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6 SOCIAL STRUCTURE 
6.1 COMMUNITY LIFE-STYLE 
Cultural facilities 1n study area cities include a county library 
and a theater in Moab; a library in Monticello; and a library, museum, 
and two theaters in Blanding. The need for cultural facilities has 
historically been satisfied by the predominant religion of the area, the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS church). Between 25 
and 50 percent of the population in study area counties are members of 
the LDS church. In addition, other church denominations in the study 
area counties include Episcopal, Lutheran, Catholic, Assembly of God, 
Baptist, and Seventh Day Adventist (Weber State College, 1981). 
Opportunities for a variety of outdoor recreation activities are 
available at nearby state and national parks (see Section 3.8). 
6.2 LOCAL HERITAGE 
A chronology of the various cultural groups that have been active 
1n the Utah Four Corners Area, where the Paradox Basin is located, is 
outlined in Table 6-1. A~chaeological1y, the Paradox Basin is within 
the Anasazi subarea of the American Southwest culture area, a region 
that encompasses the high plateau country of southern Utah, northern 
Arizona, southwestern Colorado, and northern New Mexico (Wormington, 
1947). 
Anasazi is the Navajo term for the "Ancient Ones", the name glven 
to the several periods of pre-Pueblo and Pueblo pottery-making, cliff-
dwelling cultures in the Colorado Plateau. The Anasazi period begins 
between 100 B.C. and A.D. 400 with the Basket Maker cultures, named 
after their diagnostic artifact. Basket Maker I is a hypothetical 
development for which no definite evidence has been found (Wormington, 
1947). Basket Maker II peoples had a semi-agricultural, semi-hunting 
subsistence; lived in stable, sedentary villages; and made fine-coiled 
Sources: 
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Table 6-1 
CULTURAL CHRONOLOGY OF THE UTAH FOUR CORNERS AREA 
Prehistoric Period 
ca. 10,000 B.C. - A.D. 1540 
Paleo-Indian 10,000 B.C. - 5,000 
Desert Tradition (Cochise) 5,00n B.C. - 100 
Basket Maker II 100 B.C. - A.D. 
Basket Maker III A.D. 400 - A.D. 
Pueblo I A.D. 100 - A.il. 
Pueblo II A.D. 900 - A.D. 
Pueblo III (Classic) A.D. 1000 - A • .L>. 
Pueblo IV A.D. 1300 - A.D. 
Athapaskan Invasions A.lJ. 1300 - A.D. 
Historic Period 
ca. A.D. 1540 - Present 
Spanish Territory 
Pueblo Revolt 
Navajo Autonomous Period 
Mexican Territory 
U.S. Territory 
A.D. 1598 - 1821 
A.D. 1680 - 1692 
A.D. 1100 - 1850 
A.D~ 1821 - 1848 
A.D. 1848 - l8~6 
A.D. 1880 
B.C. 
B.C. 
400 
100 
900 
1100 
1300 
1100 
1500 
Mormon Settlement (Bluff) 
U.S. Statehood (Utah) A.D. 1896 - Present 
u.S. Geological Survey, 1910. The National Atlas of the 
United States of America, Washington, D.C. 
G. Willey, 1966. An Introduction to American Archaeology, Vol. 1: 
North and Middle America, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 
A. Woodbury, 1950. A Histor of Southern Utah and 
National Parks, Utah State Historical Soc~ety 12 Salt 
Lake City, UTe 
H. Wormington, 1941. Prehistory, Indians of the Southwest, 
Denver Museum of Natural History, Denver, CO. 
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basketry. The San Juan drainage was the core area for both Basket Maker 
II and III. 
The Pueblo I and II periods were in many ways a time of transition. 
The Anasazi Golden Age begins with Pueblo III, the Classic Pueblo period 
(Wormington, 1947). It was a period of relatively dense population in 
the San Juan River area, o ~ remarkable architectural achievement, of 
fine pottery manufacture and loom-woven cotton cloth, and of an 
elaborate religious system. 
The Classic Pueblo period ended rather abruptly near the end of the 
13th century. A prolonged drought struck the area, which, along with 
internal political discord and the invasion of nomadic Athapaskan 
tribes, contributed to the virtual desertion of the San Juan region, 
including southeastern Utah (Willey, 1966; Wormington, 1947). 
The 1540 expedition of Francisco Vasquez de Coronado, seeking the 
legendary Seven Cities of Cibola, initiated the Spanish historical era 
in the southwest. Coronado penetrated as far as the northern Rio Grande 
pueblos. The territory officially became part of the Spanish kingdom in 
1598; the capital city of Santa Fe was established in 1609. The Pueblo 
IV period did not end until 1700, after the decisive Spanish defeat of 
the 1680 Pueblo Revolt, the "first American revolution" (Wormington, 
1947). 
In much of the plateau region abandoned earlier by the Anasazi, 
however, the Athapaskan-speaking Navajo and Apache peoples began to 
flourish at about this time, accumulating a degree of wealth and power 
through raiding the Pueblo and Spanish towns. Navajo territory in 
northern Arizona remained relatively sovereign until the 1848 cession of 
the Utah and New Mexico territories to the United States from Mexico. A 
full-scale military operation was launched against the Navajo in 1863 
and -the tribe surrendered the following year. Their present reservatiQn 
was established in 1868 (Spencer, Jennings, et al, 1977). 
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Southeastern Utah remained relatively undisturbed until late in the 
historic period. The earliest Spanish exploration of the area was the 
1776 Dominquez Escalante Expedition, which crossed the Green River in 
Emery County (U.S. Bureau of Land Management, undated; Southeastern Utah 
Association of Governments, 1978). The Spanish Trail, a much-traveled 
route between Santa Fe and southern California in the 1820s and 1830s, 
passed through the Moab Valley and crossed the Green River at the 
present site of the town of Green River. Mormons were the ' first non-
native settlers in the area, establishing the town of Bluff in 1880 
(Woodbury, 1950) and moving into the Moab Valley in 1881. Monticello 
was settled in 1887 and Blanding in 1905. Ranching was San Juan 
County's primary industry during this period (Southeastern Utah 
Association of Governments, 1978). Utah achieved statehood in 1896. 
Southeastern Utah's economy has an agricultural, ranching base. 
Historically, however, it has been greatly influenced by the mining 
industry. One of the most i~portant developments in the Euro-American 
settlement of the area was the building of the Denver and Rio Grande 
Railroad, the route of which was determined by the presence of coal and 
other mineral deposits. It had reached Green River and Thompson by 1883 
(Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1978). Ever since, there 
has been a series of mining booms and busts, including the uranium boom 
in the 1950s which transformed Moab from an agricultural to a mineral-
industry town (Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1978). 
With increasing demands on the area's resources, this pattern can be 
expected to continue in the future. Native American, Anglo, and Spanish 
cultural groups continue to play important roles in the region's 
development. 
6.3 CIVIL AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION 
Both Grand and San Juan counties have camps (organizational unit) 
of the Daughters of Utah Pioneers. This organization, the state's 
largest historical association, is involved in publishing historical 
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material, preserving landmarks and marking historical places, and 
maintaining museums. Service organizations in the two counties include 
a Rotary group in Moab; there are also Mason and Order of Eastern Star 
fraternal organizations in Moab (Weber State College, 1981). 
6.4 SOCIAL WELL-BEING 
The number of serious offenses* and the crime rate per 1,000 
population for Grand and San Juan Counties and for the state of Utah for 
1980 and 1981 are shown in Table 6-2. 
As can be seen, the crime rate for San Juan County 1S much lower 
than the rate for Utah; the crime rate for Grand County 1S slightly 
lower. Between 1980 and 1981, the number of crimes and the crime rate 
increased in study area counties. For the state, the number of crimes 
increased, but the crime rate decreased. 
6.5 COMMUNITY ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS 
In January, 1980, the Southeastern Utah Association of Local 
Governments conducted an attitude survey of 1,643 households in 
southeastern Utah. The survey was designed to provide citizen input for 
the subsequent development of a growth management and investment 
strategy plan for the area. In Grand County, a total of 216 households 
were surveyed; in San Juan County, 306 households were surveyed 
(Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1980). 
* Serious offenses included 1n these statistics are murder, forcible 
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny/theft, motor 
vehicle theft, and arson. 
Grand County 
San Juan 
County 
Utah 
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Table 6-2 
SERIOUS OFFENSES AND CRIME RATE 
GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES 
Serious Offenses Crime Kate Per 1,000 Population 
1980 1981 1980 1981 
377 472 45.75 56.19 
255 262 18.36 20.63 
85,947 86,959 5ij.83 57.21 
Source: Utah Bureau of Criminal Identification, 1981. Crime in Utah, 
Salt Lake' City, UTe 
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Citizens were asked to rate specific problems associated with 
growth in the areas of housing, traffic and streets, medical services, 
cost of living, entertainment and recreation, shopping services, and 
police and fire protection. Citizens were also asked to rate the 
quality and availability of these facilities and services in their 
communities. Attitudes toward future growth were also included in 
survey questions. 
Results of the survey indicated that opportunities for professional 
jobs should be increased and new housing should focus on single-family 
unit constru~tion. The burden for future growth should be shared by 
local government, industry, the developer, and private citizens 
(Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 1980). 
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APPENDIX A 
RESPONSES TO STATE OF UTAH, DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY 
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 
ON PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
SOCIOECONOMIC DATA BASE REPORT FOR PARADOX BASIN, UTAH 
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A.l INTRODUCTION 
This Appendix presents comments by the State of Utah and the 
responses to the Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Analysis Report for 
Paradox Basin, Utah, Section I, Socioeconomic Data Base, May, 1984. The 
transmittal letter from the State of Utah, Department of Community and 
Economic Development, is followed by responses to comments in the 
letter. 
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nl:W JUll 5 1983 
I~ 
sca" M. MATHISON 
GOVIINOI 
STATI Of UTAH 
DlPAITMENT Of COMMUNrTY AND 
ICONOMIC DlVaCWMlNT 
TO: 
100M 6290 STATI OIIACIIUtLDING 
SALT LAKI on, UTAH ... ' ,. 
110') 533·5396 
M E M 0 RAN 0 U M 
FROM: 
Susan Gray ;I 
State of Utah, Gary Tomsic Q( 
DATE: July 5, 1983 
SUBJECT: Preliminary Draft Socia-economic Analysis Report for 
Paradox Basin, Utah: Section I. Socio-economic Data Base 
The Preliminary Draft Socio-economic Analysis Report for Paradox 
Basin, Utah: Section I Data Base has been carefully reviewed and a 
number of deficiencies identified that seriously handicap the 
usefulness of this document. These comments will first review the 
generic defects present throughout the document and then try to 
identify better nata sources or methodologies to resolve these 
deficiencies. 
(1) The document is significantly flawed by the 
failure to use the best most current 
information. It lacks any discussion of the 
probable future without the project as mandated 
under NEPA. 
(2) The document does not discuss any probable future 
events (expansions or contractions) occurring 
within the impacted area's economic base. 
(3) A detailed economic analysis of the area is 
lacking that considers shifts in the economic 
base at a microlevel. Neither does the document 
provide the data to Quantify the inflationary 
impacts on the economy of siting a major project 
such as a repository within a small rural 
community. 
(4) The analysis and assessment of impacts within the 
existino baseline data of infrastructure is 
inadeouate. 
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(5) The document lacks a detailed fiscal analysis of 
the state and local government revenue impacts 
that would result from a repository being 
deployed in a small rural community. 
(6) The document inadequately addresses the cultural 
impacts from rapid growth that results from the 
traditional boom town impacts in small rural 
communities. 
(7) The document lacks any analysis of the impacts of 
a catastrophic event, which is reQuired urder 
NEP A. I ~ the area of Socia-economic analysis 
these issues need to be addressed in full detail 
in the EA. Thus, even if the deficiencies of 
this document are corrected, the additional 
analysis of the potential impacts from a 
repository would need to be forecast and analyzed 
over all service sectors and infrastructure, and 
appropriat~ mitigation identified to provide the 
suff i cient tech~ical basis necessary to 
adequately address the issue in the EA. 
To accomplish this task I would recommend the Utah Approach to 
Impact Mitigation and the Utah Community Service Guidelines as 
guidance on the methodology and level of sufficiency that will be 
required to address this issue for the EA. Additionally, may I 
suggest the Draft Technical Report for the Southwest Uinta Coal EIS, 
BlM, June, 1983., as a source for secondary data covering part of the 
study area. Accurate comprehensive data for all of Grand County was 
collected for that effort. 
In addition, the State Planning Coordinators Office, the 
Division of Community Development, State Tax Commission and State 
Auditor all maintain data bases where more up-to-date information is 
available than is sited within Preliminary Draft Socio-economic 
Analysis Report for Paradox Basin, Utah: Section I Socio-economic 
Data Base document. Most of these data bases have been published 
and could provide a more accurate detailed "existing conditions" 
discussion of the socio-economic impacts if they were utilized. 
We would hope that the DOE revise this document along the lines 
of the guidance provided by the enclosures. The need for a thorough 
socio-economic analysis can not be overstated and certainly was 
Congress's intent when it specified the "socia-economic impacts" be 
utilized as guidance in determining the suitability of a repository 
site. 
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A.2 RESPONSES 
A.2.1 Current Information 
The final draft of the Socioeconomic Data Base Report for the 
Paradox Basin, Utah incorporated additional current data collected 
during site visits to the following agencies in September, 1983: 
• State Planning Coordinator's Office/Division of Community 
Development 
• State Auditor's Office 
• Utah Department of Employment Security 
• State Office of Planning and Budget 
• State Bureau of Health 
• State Travel Division. 
Data collected from these departments are reflected In the following 
Sections of the Socioeconomic Data Base Report: 
• Section 2.3 - Revised county population projections 
• Section 3.1 - Recent unemployment estimates for the coal 
mining industries in Carbon and Emery Counties and the uranium 
industry in Grand and San Juan Counties. 
• Section 3.2 - Additional data on tourism indicators 
• Section 4.4 - Additional health care data on hospital beds, 
primary care physicians, mental health facilities, and Indian 
health services 
• Section 5.2 - 1981 and 1982 data on revenues and expenditures 
in study area cities and counties, and bonding capacity and 
debt in Grand and San Juan Counties. 
Data on municipal water supply (Section 4.5), and sewae and solid 
waste disposal (Section 4.6), were also revised based on current data 
received from 
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• Southeastern Utah Association of Governments 
• Blanding City Manager 
• Monticello City Manager 
• Montgomery Engineers (in Moab). 
Incorporating the additional data described above resulted in a 
more current, accurate, and comprehensive Socioeconomic Data Base 
Report. 
A.2.2 Impact Assessment 
The remainder of the State comments refer to the need for analysis 
and assessment of impacts; it is suggested that the Utah Approach to 
Impact Mitigation and the Utah Community Service Guidelines be used. As 
stated in its Introduction, the Socioeconomic Data Base Report was not 
intended to present an assessment of potential impacts; rather, the 
report was to present baseline data on demography, economics, community 
facilities, government, and fiscal and social structure characteristics 
in San Juan and Grand Counties. As described below, the technical bases 
upon which a repository site(s) will be selected, evaluated, and 
licensed for high-level waste disposal will be partially based on the 
baseline data presented in this report. 
The Statutory Environmental Assessment Reports for Davis and 
Lavender Canyons in Utah include a description of the existing socio-
economic environment, which is taken from the Data Base Report. 
Further, environmental field studies will be required to obtain more 
site-specific information for the purposes of recommending a repository 
site. These field studies will include a comprehensive evaluation of 
the social and economic impacts of the proposed repository. A socio-
economic impact assessment model has been developed for use in the 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program·. This model will project 
the type and extent of repository-related demographic, economic, public 
service, and fiscal impacts that can be anticipated due to repository 
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construction and operation. Dr. Steve Murdock of Texas A&M University 
and Dr. F. Leistritz of North Dakota State University developed the 
model under contract to the Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation. The data 
obtained from the above analysis will serve as input to the required 
Repository Environmental Impact Statement and applicable license and 
permit applications. 
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LARS S. NILSSON 
KCPX RADIO 
JOE LEE 
KELLER WREATH ASSOCIATES 
FRANK WREATH 
KmERING FOUNDATION 
ESTUS SMITH 
KIHN ASSOCIATES 
HARRY KIHN 
KOREA INSTITUTE OF ENERGY AND 
RESOURCES (kIER) 
CHONG SU KIM 
KQIL 
KREX-TV 
TOM lUNDSTRUM 
KRSP RADIO 
DAN SAMMES 
KSL-TV 
P.O . BOX 5555 
KSOP RADIO 
DICK JACOBSEN 
KSTR 
ROBERT COLLINS 
KURA 
LESlIE COLE 
KUTV-TV 
ROD DECKER 
KUTZ-TV NEWSWATCH 2 
MICHAEl GOLDFEIN 
KYOTO UNIVFRSITY ~ JAPAN 
YORITERU INOUE 
LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL 
LABORATORY 
TECHNICAL INFORMATION DEPARTMENT 
L-53 
WASTE PACKAGE TASK LIBRARY 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF UTAH 
PA UL A MADSEN 
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY 
P. l. BUSSOLI NI 
ROBERT E. RIECKER 
LOS ALAMOS TECHNICAL ASSOCIATES INC 
R. J. KINGSB URY 
LOUISIANA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
RENWICK P. DEVILLE 
CHARLES G. GROAT 
LYLE FRANCIS MINING COMPANY 
LYLE FRANCI S 
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 
TECHNOLOGY 
MARSHA LEVINE 
MCDERMOTT INTERNATIONAL 
KARE N l. FLJ RLOV\ 
MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
l. ROBERT ANDERSON 
WAYNE BAll 
KURT BAlliNG 
GEORGE H. BARRY 
BRUCE BERGER 
BRET BLOSSER 
RICHARD E. BLUBAUGH 
HAROLD BOWEN . SR . 
THOMAS G. BRADFORD 
ROGER H. BROOKS 
CHRISTINE BROWN 
BRUCE A. BYERS 
VERD BYRNES 
LAWRENCE CHASE. PH .D. 
TOM & SUSAN CLAWSON 
STEVE CONEWAY 
M. VAL DALTON 
UHL DALTON 
KENNETH & ALICE M. DROGIN 
TIM DULL 
JEAN EARDLEY 
THAUMAS P. EHR 
ART FORAN 
SHIRLEY M . GIFFORD 
MICHAEl J. GILBERT 
STEVE & SUE GILSDORF 
JUDY C. GOETTE 
HARRY D. GOODE 
DOUGLAS H. GREENLEE 
KENNETH GUSCOTT 
WILLIAM R. HAASE 
DOROTHY l. HARDING 
MICHAEl 1. HARRIS 
RONALD J. HARVEY 
MARION HAZElTON 
BENJAMIN K. HESS 
MARGARET l. HOPKIN 
CHARLES B. HUNT 
DAVID W. JOHNSON 
KENNETH S. JOHNSON 
CRAIG W. JONES 
JOSEPH KEYSER 
JOE D. KINGSLEY 
DUANE LAMMERS 
THOMAS H. LANGEVIN 
LINDA LEHMAN 
FRANCIS MAY 
W. D. MCDOUGALD 
MAX MCDOWElL 
JEFF MEADOWS 
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CAL VIN MEANS 
A. ALAN MOGHISSI 
F. l. MOLESK I 
BARBARA MORRA 
THEA NORDLING 
PETER ANTHONY ONEIL 
C.AROLINE PETTI 
SHAILER S. PHILBRICK 
MARK & JUNE POPE 
REP. C. HARDY REDD 
WYMAN H. REDD 
TOM & MARY REES 
ERIC ROBINSON 
ClARENCE ROGERS 
BRUCE F. RUEGER 
JOANNE SAVOIE 
OWEN SEVERANCE 
RALPH SEVERANCE 
LEWIS K. SH UMWAY 
DANiEl W. SH UPE 
HARRY W. SMEDES 
P. E. STRALEY-GREGA 
MARG UERITE SWEENEY 
JOEl SWISHER 
RAYMOND G. TAYlOR 
DIANE TIBBITTS 
MARK UDALL 
W. VON BLACK 
BILL WALSH 
HElEN SUE WHITNEY 
TIM WILHELM 
LINDA WITTKOPF 
DONOVAN l. WOODARD 
SUSAN WOOllEY 
STEPHEN G. lEMBA 
MESA COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY 
GEORGE VAN CAMP 
MICHAEL BAKER, JR. INC 
C. J. TOUHILL 
MICHIGAN DEPT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
R. THOMAS SEGALL 
MICHIGAN DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
GEORGE W. BRUCHMANN 
ERIC SCHWING 
MINERALS WEST INC 
STEVE NiElSON 
MINNESOT A DEPT OF ENERGY AND 
DEVELOPMENT 
MINNESOTA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
MATIS. WALTON 
MISSISSIPPI ATTORNEY GENERALS OFFICE 
MACK CAMERON 
MISSISSIPPI BUREAU Of GEOLOGY 
MICHAEl B. E. BOGRAD 
MISSISSIPPI CITIZENS AGAINST NUCLEAR 
DISPOSAL 
ST ANLEY DEAN FLINT 
MISSISSIPPI DEPT OF ENERGY AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
RONALD J. FORSYTHE (3) 
MISSISSIPPI DEPT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
CURTIS W. STOVER 
MISSISSIPPI MINERAL RESOURCES INSTITUTE 
MISSISSIPPI STATE BOARD OF HEALTH 
EDDIE S. FUENTE 
GUY R. WILSON 
MITRE CORP 
LESTER A. ETTLINGER 
MOAB NUCLEAR WASTE INFORMATION 
OffiCE 
MICHAElENE PENDlETON (2) 
MOAB TIMES-INDEPENDENT 
SAMLEl J. V, YlOR 
MONTICELLO HIGH SCHOOL LIBRARY 
MEDIA CENTER 
MONTICELLO NUCLEAR WASH 
INFORMA TlON OFFICE 
CARL EISEMA NN (21 
MORRISON-KNUDSEN COMPANY INC 
MICHElLE l. PA URl EY 
NA TlONAL ACADEMY Of SCIENCES 
JOHN T. HOLLOWAY 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
DONALD F. GILLESPIE 
CECIL D. LEWIS . JR . 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PLANNING & 
RESOURCE PRESERVATION 
RICHARD A. STRAIT (3) 
NATIONAL PARKS & CONSERVATION 
ASSOCIATION 
T. DESTRY JARVIS 
TERRI MARTIN 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION EARLE 
GENNARO MElLIS 
NEVADA OFFICE OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 
J. HAWKE 
NEW MEXICO BUREAU OF MINES AND 
MINERAL RESOURCES 
FRANK E. KOTTLOWSKI 
NEW YORk GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
ROBERT H. FAK UN DINY 
NEW YORk ST ATE ASSEMBLY 
ANGELO ORAliO 
NEW YORK STATE PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 
FRED HAAG 
NORTH CAROLINA CONSERVATION 
COUNCIL 
JANE SHARP 
NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
JOHN M. HALSTEAD 
NORTHEAST UTILITIES SERVICE COMPANY 
PATRICIA ANN OCONNElL 
NTR GOVERNMENT SERVICES 
THOMAS V. REYNOLDS 
NUS CORP 
W. G. BElTER 
OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LABORATORY 
CATHY S. FOR E 
C. A. JOHNSON 
E. B. PEELLE 
ONTARIO HYDRO - CANADA 
K. A. CORNELL 
ONTARIO MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT -
CANADA 
JAAK VIIRLAND 
OTHA INC 
JOSEPH A. LIEBERMAN 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST LABORATORY 
PARSONS BRINCkERHOFF QUADE & 
DOUGLAS INC 
ROBERT PRIETO 
MARK E. STEINER 
PARSON5-REDPA TH 
BRUNO LORAN 
KRISHNA SHRIYASTAVA 
GLEN A. STAFFORD 
PENNSYl VANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
WILLIAM B. WHITE 
PERMIAN BASIN REGIONAL PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
E. W. CRAWFORD 
PERRY COUNTY CITIZENS AGAINST NUCLEAR 
WASTE DISPOSAL 
\\ "RRE~ STRICKLAND 
PfTTIS \\ -\lLEY 
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT 
JAVIES J. Z",CH 
PRESQUE ISLE COURTHOUSE 
PSE & G 
JOHN). MOL. ER 
PUBLIC SERVICE INDIANA 
ROBERT S. V\,EGENG 
PURDUE UNIVERSITY 
PA UL S. L YKOUDIS 
RALPH M. PARSONS COMPANY 
JERROLD '\ . HAGEl 
RE/ SPEC INC 
PA UL F. GNIRK 
RED ROCk 4-WHEELERS 
GEORGE SCHUL TZ 
REODS CORP 
MARK LEAVITT 
ROCkWELL HANFORD OPERATIONS 
l. R. FITCH 
ROCkWELL INTERNATIONAL ENERGY SYSTEMS 
GROUP 
HARRY PEARLMAN 
ROGERS, GOLDEN & HALPERN 
JACK A. HALPERN 
ROY F. WESTON INC 
WILLIAM IVES 
MICHAEL V. MELLINGER 
JILL RlJS PI 
LAWRE CE A. WHITE 
RPC INC 
JAMES VANCE 
S.E. LOGAN & ASSOCIATES INC 
STANLEY E. LOGAN 
SAL T LAkE CITY PUBLIC LIBRARY 
SALT LAKE CITY TRIBUNE 
JIM WOOLF 
SALT LAkE COUNTY LIBRARY SYSTEM 
WHITMORE LIBRARY 
SAN JUAN COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
ROBERT LOW 
SAN JUAN COUNTY LIBRARY 
SAN JUAN COUNTY SHERIFF 
S. RIGBY WRIGHT 
SAN JUAN RECORD 
JOYCE MARTIN 
SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES 
SHA RLA BERTRAM 
THOMAS O . HUNTER 
R. W. lYNCH 
SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INC 
JEFFREY ARBITAL 
JOHN E. MOSIER 
HOWARD PRATT 
MICHAEL E. SPAETH 
ROBERT A. YODER 
SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL 
CORPORA liON 
MARY lOU BROWN 
SENECA COUNTY DEPT OF PLANNING & 
DEVELOPMENT 
SIERRA CLUB 
MARVIN RESNIKOfF 
BROOKS YEAGER 
SIERRA CLUB - COLORADO OPEN SPACE 
COUNCil 
ROY YOUNG 
SLICk ROCK COUNTRY COUNCIL 
LUCY K. WALLINGFORD 
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SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHEOLOGISTS 
l. M. PIERSON 
SOGO TECHNOLOGY INC 
TIO C. CHEN 
SOUTH SALT LAKE LIBRARY 
SOUTHEAST UT AH ASSOCIATION OF 
GOVERNMENTS 
\\ ILUAM D. HOWEll 
SOUTHERN STATES ENERGY BOARD 
J. F. ClA RK 
NANCY KAISER 
SOUTHERN UTAH STATE COLLEGE LIBRARY 
SOUTHWEST RESEARCH AND INFORMATION 
CENTER 
DON HANCOCK 
ALISO P. MONROE 
SPRINGVILLE CITY LIBRARY 
SI ANFORD UNIVERSITY 
IRWIN REMSO N 
STATE FARM INSURANCE 
11M ENGlEBRIGHT 
SI A TE WORKING GROUP 
JOHN GERVERS 
STONE & WEBSTER ENGINEERING CORP 
ARLENE C. PORT 
SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 
WALTER MEYER 
T.M. GATES INC 
TODD M. GATES 
TECHNICAL INFORMATION PROJECT 
DONALD PAY 
TERRA FORM ENGINEERS INC 
FRANCIS S. KENDORSKI 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY 
EARL HOSKINS 
STEVE MURDOCK 
TEXAS BUREAU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY 
WIlliAM l. FISHER 
TEXAS DEPT OF AGRICULTURE 
ROBERT I. KING 
TEXAS DEPT OF HEALTH 
DAVID K. LACKER 
TEXAS GOVERNORS OFFICE 
STEVE FRISHMAN 
R. DANIEL SMITH 
TEXAS WORLD OPERATIONS INC 
DAVID JEffERY 
THE EARTH TECHNOLOGY CORP 
FRED A. DONATH (2) 
KENNETH l. WILSON 
TIMES-PICA YUNE 
MARK SCHLEIFSTEIN 
U.s. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
JIM BIGGINS 
GENE NODINE 
MARY PLUMB 
EDWARD R. SCHERICK 
GREGORY F. THAYN 
U.s. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
JOHN BROWN 
REGE LEACH 
U.S. DEPT Of ENERGY 
R. COOPERSTEIN 
ROGER MAYES 
CARL NEWTON 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - ALBUQUERQUE 
OPERA TlONS OFFICE 
JOSEPH M. MCGOtJGH 
DORNER T. SCHUElER 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - CHICAGO 
OPERA TlONS OffiCE 
VICKI ALSPAUGH-PROUTY 
CAROL MORRISON 
PUBLIC READING ROOM 
R. SElBY 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - DIVISION OF WASTE 
REPOSITORY DEPLOYMENT 
RICHARD BLA NEY 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - GEOLOGIC 
REPOSITORY DIVISION 
J. W. BENNETT 
C. R. COOLEY (2 ) 
JIM FIORE 
RALPH STE IN 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - HEADQUARTERS 
PUBLIC READI NG ROOM 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY -IDAHO OPERATIONS 
OFFICE 
JAMES F. LEONARD 
PUBLIC READI NG ROOM 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - NEVADA OPERATIONS 
OFFICE 
PUBLIC READING ROOM 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - OAK RIDGE 
OPERATIONS OFFICE 
PUBLIC READING ROOM 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - OFFICE OF CIVILIAN 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT 
JANIE SHAHEEN 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - OfFICE OF PROJECT 
AND FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 
D. L. HARTMAN 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - OS1I (317) 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - REGION VIII 
SIGRID HIGDON 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY - SALT REPOSITORY 
PROJECT OFFICE 
J. O . NEFF 
U.S. DEPT Of ENERGY - SAN FRANCISCO 
OPERATIONS OFFICE 
ENE RGY RESO URCES CENTER 
PUBLIC READING ROOM 
U.S. DEPT OF LABOR 
ALEX G. SCIUlli 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
JAMES NEIHEISEl 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
- DENVER REGION VIII 
PHIL NYBERG 
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WIlliAM DAVID BROOKS 
U.s. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - DENVER 
ROBERT J. HITE 
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - RESTON 
EDWIN ROEDDER 
U.s. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
B. JEANINE HUll 
U.s. HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND 
THE ENVIRONMENT 
MORRIS K. UDAll 
U.S. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
THOMAS C. WYLIE 
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
LEON BERA T AN 
R. BOYlE 
EILEEN CHEN 
ENRICO F. CONTI 
PAUL F. GOLDBERG 
WILLIAM D. LIllEY 
NRC LIBRARY 
NANCY STIll 
TlLAK R. VERMA 
UINT AH COUNTY LIBRARY 
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS 
MICHAEl FADEN 
UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 
BRAD GOVR[Al 
UNITED PRESS INTERNATIONAL 
PETE GILLINS 
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
I. W. FARMER 
ROY G. POST 
UNIVERSITY OF flORIDA 
DAVID E. ClAR" 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA -
CHAMPAIGN 
MAGDI RAGHE 
UNIVERSITY OF LOWEll 
JAMES R. SHEFF 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSmS 
GEORGE MCGill 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOT A 
DONALD GIlliS 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
GEORGE D. BR UNTON 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI AT COLUMBIA 
W. D. KElLER 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
DOUGLAS G. BROOKINS 
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA 
DANiEl T. BOATRIGHT 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI 
DANIEL A. SUNDEEN 
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 
BUREA U OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY 
CAROL YN E. CON DON 
UNIVERSITY OF TOKYO - JAPAN 
RYOHEI KIYOSE 
UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO 
DON STiERMAN 
UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 
JAMES W. BUNGER 
THURE CERlI NG 
STEVEN J. MANNING 
MARRIOTT LIBRARY 
GARY M. SANDQ UIST 
LEE STOKES 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
CHRISTOPHER J. EARLE 
UNIVERSITY OF WATERLOO - CANADA 
F. SYKES 
UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING 
PETER HliNTOON 
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URS-BERGER 
TONY MORGAN 
URS/ JOHN A. BLUME & ASSOCIATES, 
ENGINEERS 
ANDREW B. CUNNINGHAM 
UTAH DEPT OF NATURAL RESOURCES & 
ENERGY 
HAROLD D. DONALDSO . . 
MARti. -\ . PAGE 
UTAH DEPT Of TRANSPORT A TlON 
DAVID LLOYD 
MARK MUSURIS 
DElOY K. PEHRSON 
UTAH DIVISION Of ENVIRONMENTAL 
HEALTH 
DENNIS R. DAll EY 
MARV H. MAXElL 
UTAH DIVISION Of OIL. GAS & MINING 
SALL Y ,. KEFER 
UTAH DIVISION Of PARKS & RECREATION 
GORDON W. TOPHAM 
UTAH DIVISION Of WATER RESOURCES 
B,\RRY C. SAUN DERS 
UTAH ENERGY OFFICE 
ROD MillAR 
UTAH ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER 
JUNE WICKHAM 
UT AH GEOLOGICAL AND MINERAL SURVEY 
GENEVIEVE ATWOOD 
MAGE YONET ANI 
UT AH GOVERNORS OFFICE 
ALENE BENTlEY 
UTAH MULTIPLE USE ADVISORY COUNCIL 
DIXIE BARKER BARKSDALE 
R. BRENT GRIGGS 
D. l. TAYlOR 
UTAH NUCLEAR STUDY SOCIETY 
DAVE CONINE 
UT AH NUCLEAR W ~STE EDUCA liON 
COMMITTEE 
DEV LANNER 
UTAH POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
VAL FINLAYSON 
UTAH SOUTHEASTERN DISTRICT HEALTH 
DEPARTMENT 
ROBERT l. FURLOW 
UTAH STATE GEOLOGIC TASK fORCE 
DAVID D. TIllSON 
UTAH STATE GOVERNMENT 
FRED NElSON 
UT AH STATE PLANNING OFFICE 
KENT BRIGGS 
UTAH STATE SENATE 
OMAR B. BliNMlL 
UT AH STATE UNIVERSIH 
JOEl E. flETCHER 
MERRILL LIBRARY AND LEA RNING 
JACK T. SPE,,"C[ 
JAMES STEVENS 
UTILITY OAT A INSTITUTE 
fRED YOST 
VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY 
FRANK l. PARKER 
VERMONT DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES AND 
ENVIRONMENT AL ENGINEERING 
CHARLES A. RATTE 
VERMONT STATE NUCLEAR ADVISORY PANEL 
VIRGINIA CAllAN 
VIRGINIA DEPT OF HEALTH 
WILLIAM F. GillEY 
ROBERT G. WICKLINE 
VIRGINIA HOUSE Of DELEGATES 
A. VICTOR THOMAS 
VIRGINIA POL YTECHNICAL INSTITUTE AND 
ST ATE UNIVERSITY 
GARY l. DOWNEY 
WASATCH NATIONAL FOREST 
ART CARROll 
WASHINGTON HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
RAY ISAACSON 
WASHINGTON STATE DEPT OF ECOLOGY 
DAVID W. STEVENS 
WATTLAB 
BOB E. WATT 
WEST VAllEY NUClEAR SERVICES COMPANY 
INC 
ERICH J. MAYER 
WESTERN STATE COllEGE 
FRED R. PECK 
WISCONSIN DIVISION OF STATE ENERGY 
ROBERT HALSTEAD 
WOODWARD-CL VOE CONSULTANTS 
F. R. CONWEll (2) 
TERRY A. GRANT 
WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSITY 
MICHAEl FARREll 
Y ALE UNIVERSITY 
BRIAN SKINNER 
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COMMENT SHEET 
To the User: The purpose of this sheet is to give you the opportunity to provide feedback to DOE on the 
usefulness of this report and to critique it. Please submit your comments below and return the sheet. 
Comments 
(Use additional sheet if necessary.) 
Date Name ____________________________________________ _ 
---------------------------------
Organization ______________________________________ _ 
Street ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ __ 
City ________________ . _______________________ State ________________ _ 
Telephone Number ( 
Zip Code 
or Country 
/ 
Fold Here 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
JEFFERSON O. NEFF, MANAGER 
SALT REPOSITORY PROJECT 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
505 KING AVENUE 
COLUMBUS, OHIO 43201-2693 USA 
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